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ABSTRACT
EFFECTIVE CONDITIONS FOR LEARNING:

TEACHER'S USE

OF PRESCRIBED INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS FOR
MAINSTREAMED MARGINAL STUDENTS
SEPTEMBER, 1988
PETER KRAVITZ, B.S., LONG ISLAND UNIVERSITY
M.S., LONG ISLAND UNIVERSITY
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
Directed by:

Professor Robert L. Sinclair

A significant number of students in our secondary schools are met
with continuous frustrations and disruption in their learning.

The prob¬

lem of providing effective learning environments for these students
within the regular classroom setting has become a national priority.
This descriptive study investigated changes in teachers' implementa¬
tion levels of identified instructional adaptations for mainstreamed mar¬
ginal students.

Seven students, all of whom have been identified as mar¬

ginal to the school environment, and fourteen of their regular classroom
teachers participated in the study.

The study was conducted by first,

identifying through analysis of Team Evaluation procedures and literature
review the instructional practices appropriate for each student in the
study.

Second, observations of teachers' use of identified instruc¬

tional techniques were conducted prior to providing them with any student
data.

Third, student profiles were disseminated to the teachers, provid¬

ing them with student information and recommended instructional adapta¬
tions.

Fourth, observations were made regarding teachers' implementation
vi

levels just after dissemination of student profiles.

Fifth, observations

were made on a weekly basis, with no follow-up or support, for four weeks
to determine longevity of changes.
Analysis of collected data indicated that effective instruction can
be provided by classroom teachers in the regular classroom environment.
The data for teachers' group scores for each phase was as follows:

for

the baseline phase, mean implementation score was 25.4%; for the treat¬
ment phase, mean implementation score was 56.9%; and for the follow-up
phase, mean implementation score was 38.3%.

Findings of this study

revealed that teachers were willing and able to implement effective
instructional practices, when provided appropriate data regarding stu¬
dent needs.

Teachers were unable, however, to maintain their level of

implementation much beyond the treatment phase of the study.
The central issue being addressed in this study is the responsi¬
bility and feasibility of schools to provide quality instruction for
marginal students in integrative settings.

If educators continue to

neglect their responsibility to provide quality, integrated educational
opportunities to all students, educational renewal is doomed to failure.
American educators must accept the responsibi1ity to adapt classroom
environments to improve the learning of all students.

It is only after

educators accept this responsibility that American public education will
move toward providing a free, appropriate public education to all stu¬
dents .
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CHAPTER

1

INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem
A significant number of students in our secondary schools are met
with continuous frustration and disruption in their learning.1

The prob¬

lem of providing effective learning programs for these students within
the regular school options has become a national priority.

Development,

over the last two decades, of educational programs to help ameliorate the
ineffectiveness of school programs to educate these "marginal" students
can be seen as responses to both internal and external forces.
The social climate of the mid-1960s and 1970s was marked by broadbased political and social activism aimed at securing basic civil and
human rights.

The liberalism expressed in the street politics of special

interest groups and the increased sensitivity of millions of individuals
also found a parallel in the judicial activism of local, state, and
federal courts in relation to issues of social change.

These external

forces fostered a significant turning point in federal legislation of
educational policy in 1965 with the passage of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA - P.L. 89-10).

Between 1965 and 1973, no

less than twenty-three federal laws were enacted to secure and protect
the rights of handicapped children.^

In 1975, P.L. 94-142, the Education

for All Handicapped Children Act, was signed into law.

The goals of this

legislation were to identify and assess all children in need of educa¬
tional services and provide them with a free, appropriate public
1
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education in the least restrictive environment.3

However, a major

question of effectiveness arose due to the fact that legislation and
state mandates alone are insufficient to achieve change in schools.4

The

response of officials at the school district, school building, and class¬
room level to such policies with potential far-reaching implications for
managerial and instructional procedures is not automatic.
The 1980s marks the renewed emphasis on the assessment of effective¬
ness of American schooling to prepare students, especially those at the
secondary level, for continued educational options or the competitive
high technology world of work.

National reform reports, such as A Nation

Risk> are major statements focusing on this issue.
reformers are calling for more:

These educational

more centralized control of curriculum,

more basic skills instruction, more time in school, more pay for teachers,
more of an academic focus for the new curriculum, more community coopera¬
tion, and more uniformity in the program all students participate in.3
The demands of these changes are sweeping in their focus, however
not very pragmatic in their application.

The critical weakness in these

national programs is again the failure to take into account the persis¬
tent culture of each school and classroom.

The importance of the single

school is supported in the following quote by Sizer:
High schools, even small ones, are very complicated places.
Most have multiple objectives. Virtually all have a complex,
sensitive apparatus of departments, grades, class schedules,
and activity programs. Without exception, everyone is filled
with those perplexing creatures called adolescents.6
These reports also show a lack of understanding as to the effect of
proposed reform recommendations on the student population, especially
those seen to be at risk.

As the stated priority of the educational
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reform movement is the improvement of student achievement levels, it is
imperative that we focus our attention on those factors closest to the
learner for improved learning for all students.

Learning, and therefore

achievement, is a result of the dynamic interaction between a learner
and his/her environment.

The traditional evaluation process for assess¬

ing ineffective learning assumes that the difficulty resides only within
the learner.

This unidimensional evaluation process has produced what

has been referred to as "marginal" status for students.

The concept of

marginality, defined as a negative sociological attitude of an institu¬
tion's norm-setters toward a learner, is more accurately what is nega¬
tively effecting learning.

As Tyler points out, "Essentially, learning

takes place through the experiences which a learner has; that is,
through the reactions he makes to the environment in which he is
O

placed."0

The concept of marginality assumes this interactive view of

effective learning and attributes poor academic progress to negative
factors in the learning environment.

Without this interactive view of

effective learning, the mandates for change will not only fail, but in
fact may compound the problem.
The central concern found in these national reform forces focuses
on academic course work as the central issue in the lower achievement
level of secondary level students.

This myopic view and investigation

pattern leads to a simplistic resolution of the reform issue.

That is,

by increasing graduation requirements in specific academic disciplines,
student achievement levels will rise.

However, there are concerns

internal to secondary schools which have a direct bearing on the stu¬
dents' learning.

These concerns include the dropout rate of individual

4

schools, increases of discipline problems and vandalism, teacher burnout,
faculty stagnation and resignation, unclear priorities for schools and
students, as well as lack of individualization in pedagogical prac¬
tices.
It is not enough to expose a child to an education; that child must
have experiences within that educational framework which are rewarding.
When students are denied these rewarding experiences, their academic
growth is thwarted.

Students whose academic growth is frustrated by

environmental factors are still identified, by the institution, as the
cause of the difficulty.

The shortsightedness of the myriad of current

"reform" reports needs to be challenged to look more specifically at
these types or typical schoolwide indicators as the need to address con¬
ditions in the school environment as the focus for increased learning
for all students.

The Association of Supervision and Curriculum

Development (ASCD) recently surveyed 571 principals across the country
regarding mandated educational reforms.

Most principals rated the

recently enacted reforms as "not very significant" to the school improve
ment process.

The survey continued to say that principals consider

implemented state-mandated reforms "vastly overrated" in terms of impact
on students.^

As professionals, we cannot afford to ignore the fact,

as pointed out in the reform reports and national legislation, that
schools can be more effective in helping all students learn.
occur, of this there is little doubt.

Change wil

It is shaping the form and sub¬

stance of this change that concerned educators must actively address.
We must help direct the improvement, in our educational systems, at the
school and classroom level.

The focus of attention must be directed at
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the improvement of the dynamic interaction between students and their
environments, for the improved learning of all students.

Educators must

become cognizant of the fact that the appearance of marginal status in
students is a symptom of an unhealthy learning environment.
Central to all federal and state legislation focusing on exceptional
students is the "integration imperative" or "mainstreaming" concept.
Currently, the focus of providing effective programs for exceptional
children has turned to the secondary level.

Yet program officials have

been uncharacteristically silent in responding to this area of need.

The

mainstreaming process, of providing academic services to marginal stu¬
dents in subject area classes, that is used in most schools, both elemen¬
tary and secondary, has evolved from research and practice on younger
children.

The model of service delivery and pedagogical practices

developed for elementary age students does not provide an adequate model
at the secondary level.10

Mainstreaming as a process for educating

exceptional secondary level students with their "normal" peers is in
many instances misunderstood and misused.

This is due in a large part

to the lack of specific procedural guidelines for either regular or
special education staffs in working effectively with exceptional second¬
ary level students.

Other problem areas include inadequately trained

personnel, inappropriate curriculum, undefined staff roles, inappropriate
instructional procedures, and negative attitudes, all of which lead to
unsuccessful learning environments for the marginal student.
This study centers upon the interactions between teachers and mar¬
ginal students in the learning environment.

It looks directly at one

condition for effective learning that is required for marginal students
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to be successful in subject area classes.

The study investigates teach¬

ers' implementation of prescribed instructional practices as identified
by students

Individualized Education Plans and as disseminated by school

resource personnel.

Statement of Purpose
The procedure most widely used to educate marginal students is
presently based on a "pull-out" strategy.

The "pull-out" strategy func¬

tions under the assumption that students can and will receive more effec¬
tive services in resource environments while their academic learning is
provided in the regular program.

This is despite the increasing data

on instructional effectiveness to the contrary.11

The premise of the

integration imperative is that marginal students are able to effectively
function in mainstreamed settings if specific adaptations in the
learning/teaching environment are provided.

The major procedure for

effecting the change in treatment of these marginal students is through
the dissemination of findings and recommended instructional adaptations.
The procedure presently used to determine student needs and instruc¬
tional adaptations is the Team Evaluation Process.

Here a group or team

of teaching professionals administers and analyzes assessment instruments.
The team then comes to consensus regarding student and instructional
needs.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the extent to which

teaching personnel in subject area disciplines implement necessary
instructional adaptations, as identified by the Team Evaluation Process,
and disseminated by educational liaisons.
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The investigation is guided by three major parts:

(a) to identify

for a select group of marginal high school students strengths, weaknesses,
and concomitant necessary instructional adaptations, (b) to observe the
treatment of marginal students in classrooms prior to the introduction of
specific prescriptions for effective learning by the teaching staff, and
(c) to observe how the treatment of these identified students change in
these classes after the presentation of the specific prescriptions.
Specifically, the following research objectives will guide the
study:
1.

To determine for a select group of marginal students, at the

, high school targeted for inclusion in the study, their learning defi¬
ciencies as well as their learning strengths.
2.

To define the instructional adaptations which are likely to

overcome the identified student learning deficiencies, while taking
advantage of their strengths.
3.

To determine the extent to which regular high school subject

area teachers change their instructional procedures to implement
prescribed instructional adaptions as identified by special education
teams.

Definition of Terms
The following definitions of key terms give clarity to the
study:
Mainstreaming.

Birch, in his descriptive definition of mainstream¬

ing, defines the process as the assignment of handicapped pupils to
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regular education classes.12

However, for this study, the process and

intent of mainstreaming consists of a definition more akin to that of
Johnson and Johnson.

They state that mainstreaming is not the integra¬

tion of students into classrooms but rather into cooperative learning
experiences with peers.13

The basis for the determination of appropriate¬

ness of placement is the team evaluation process, which is an ongoing
individualized assessment and evaluation process.
Conditions for Effective Learning.

Direct and indirect activities

carried out by the classroom teacher in the mainstreamed environment to
introduce, integrate, encourage, summarize, review, and evaluate the
learning of all students in the class.

These conditions or "teaching

skills" that are most effective in helping all students learn will always
be necessary, regardless of the subject matter.14
Student with Special Needs.

A student "... because of a temporary

or more permanent adjustment difficulties or attributes arising from
intellectual, sensory, emotional or physical factors, cerebral dysfunc¬
tions, perceptual factors, or other specific learning impairments, or any
combination thereof, is unable to progress effectively in a regular educa¬
tion program and requires special education.1,15

The students selected

for this study underwent a Team Evaluation via the Massachusetts Chapter
766 procedures and guidelines.

A determination of "special needs" was

made and students were assigned to the Comprehensive Learning Center
(CLC).

Massachusetts does not assign a disability label to students

receiving special education services.

For the purpose of this study,

the terms "special needs students" and "exceptional students" will be
used interchangeably.

9

Marginality.

Is the condition that exists when an individual does

not or cannot meet the functional expectations of the environment in
which they find themselves.

In educational practices when students do

not meet the expectations, responsibilities and/or duties identified by
the norm-setting mechanisms of the institution, they are considered
marginal.

Marginal status is not a direct result of a behavior or

behavior pattern; it is based on a social definition and response.

Mar¬

ginal ity can, therefore, be classified as a sociological phenomenon
rather than a psychological or cognitive dysfunction.

Significance of the Study
This study is significant in a number of ways not the least of which
is its timeliness.

American public schools are being assessed in

reference to their effectiveness.

Secondary schools in particular have

been scrutinized and found to be in need of improvement.

Recent studies

focusing on the present state-mandated school reforms show that the
direct effect on students has been minimal.^

The directions and imple¬

mentation for change need to come from those closest to the learner.
This study addresses the implementation of conditions for effective
learning for exceptional high school students and the discrepancy in
their use.
1.

The study is significant in three ways:

The study is significant in its implications for the preferred

instructional practices used with special education and marginal stu¬
dents.

It will reveal if teachers who are knowledgeable about specific

student deficiencies are able to implement identified requisite
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instructional adaptations needed for improved learning.

The study will

have impact on the renegotiation of roles within the school for the pur¬
pose of improved learning for all students.
2.

The study is significant in its implications for teacher train¬

ing at the preservice and inservice levels.

It will reveal if teachers

are prepared with a large enough repertoire of teaching techniques, a
clear understanding of classroom environmental concerns, multi-sensory
teaching approaches, or a sensitivity for differing teaching/learning
styles.

In turn, important implications for the clinical supervision of

teachers might be revealed.

The study will reveal questions for further

research which reflects the dynamic interaction in classroom learning
environments as a procedure for identifying effective pedagogical prac¬
tices.
3.

The study is significant in its implications for meeting not

only the letter but the intent of federal and state legislation focusing
on the education of marginal students.

It will reveal if present class

environments are responsive to the educational needs of marginal stu¬
dents while providing a more effective learning climate for all students.
The study also contributes to the role definitions of both the special
education and regular education staffs at the high school level.

It

fosters a cooperative partnership between regular and special education
teacher for the effective learning of all students.
• «

Delimitations of the Study
When the results of the study are interpreted, the following
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delimitations should be kept in mind.

First, due to the applied nature

of the study, the data will not be generalizable beyond the environment
included within the study.

The purpose of the study is not to define a

cause-effect relationship for students' low achievement but rather to
observe a specific set of teacher response behaviors to requests for the
implementation of specific instructional adaptations that are likely to
help exceptional adolescents who are enrolled in their classes.
Second, the number of students sampled is six.

With a sample of

this size, it is difficult to suggest with a high level of confidence
that the observations of students and teachers will be similar for
schools even with similar student and teacher demographics.

However,

some elements, experiences, and knowledge may be used to facilitate simi¬
lar investigations or spur further investigations into conditions for
effective learning for all students in public schools.

Review of the Literature

The review of literature will be presented in three parts.

Each

part of the review will focus on literature related to the major compo¬
nents of the study to establish (a) the meaning of marginality, (b) the
rationale for mainstreaming marginal students, and (c) effective prac¬
tices for teaching mainstreamed adolescents.

The information obtained

in the review will help set the parameters, as well as provide guidance
in the study.

12

Research Design
The research design was developed in reference to the research
objectives which guided the study.

The research methodology designed to

achieve each of the study's objectives is presented.

The site chosen for

the study is that of a suburban high school containing 900 to 1,000 stu¬
dents in grades 10 through 12.

The school is described as one which is

highly academically oriented with between 75% and 90% of its graduates
continuing with post-secondary education.

This site was chosen due to

the traditional neglect in suburban schools, of the fact that marginal
students are also in attendance.
Research Objective #1
Research Objective #1 is:

To determine for a select group of mar¬

ginal students, at the high school targeted for inclusion in the study,
their learning deficiencies as well as their learning strengths.
Research Methodology.

First, the researcher will identify a set of

students who previously have been found to be in need of special services
and assigned to a resource program at the target high school.

The stu¬

dents chosen will be selected to give a cross section of both teachers
and students at the target high school.

Second, data will be obtained

from teacher and specialist assessments presented at Team Evaluation
Meetings.
weaknesses.

The assessment data will reveal each student's strengths and
These strengths and weaknesses will be analyzed by the

researcher to determine specific learning deficiencies for each stu¬
dent.
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Research Objective #2
Research Objective #2 is:

To define the instructional adaptations

which are likely to overcome the identified student learning deficiencies
while taking advantage of their strength.
Research Methodology.

The team of professional educators who have

assessed the student for strengths and weaknesses will identify learning
deficiencies that are interfering with the student's progress.

Based on

these deficiencies, the researcher will, first, identify two specific
instructional adaptations, as derived from current research, for each
student chosen to participate in the study.

These two instructional

adaptations will be expressed in terms of observable behavior that will
indicate a teacher's implementation of the individualized educational
plan.

Three experts in the education field will be asked to verify the

appropriateness of the instructional adaptations.

A profile sheet, that

includes an individual student's strengths, weaknesses, and necessary
instructional adaptations, will be written.

Included on the profile

sheet will be example behaviors that would evidence the implementation
of adaptations (see Sample Profile Sheet in Appendix A).
Research Objective #3
Research Objective #3 is:

To determine the extent to which regular

high school subject area teachers change their instructional procedures
to implement prescribed instructional adaptions as identified by Special
Education Teams.
Research Methodology.

For this study, two students in each grade

of the target school will be chosen to participate, for a total of six
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students.

The six students to be selected will provide for a cross

section of teachers and subjects.

(It is estimated that between seven

and nine disciplines will be included in the study encompassing 15 to 20
teachers.)

The researcher will train three paraprofessional staff mem¬

bers to participate in the classroom observations.

The decision to use

the school s paraprofessional staff was based on their unobtrusiveness.
These staff members are, as part of their regular duties, in many of
these classes as support personnel and observers.
will attract little attention.

Thus, their presence

Two 30-minute training sessions will

be necessary to instruct the observers in the instructional behaviors
to be observed and the time frames in which the observations will be
made.

These paraprofessional staff members have met interobserver

reliability above the 80th percentile.

Each teacher will be observed

three times prior to dissemination of profile information sheets to
obtain baseline data.

Each teacher will be observed five to seven times

in a four-month period, thus a minimum of 75 and a maximum of 140
teacher observations will be counted.
44-minute duration.

The observation will be of

The observation period will be broken down into

seven-minute intervals.

The observer will record the classroom activity

during each of the seven-minute time blocks and the concurrent use or
not of the instructional adaptations (see Sample Observation Sheet in
Appendix B).

The data collected will be evaluated by the researcher and

a written analysis made.

All data records and researcher analysis will

be given to the educational specialists identified to corroborate the
researcher's analysis.
study.

Figure 1.1 presents a graphic design of the

Figure 1.1.

Graphic design of the study.
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Chapter Outline
The chapters which follow this introductory chapter provide a
detailed description of the study.

Chapter 2 contains a review of

literature focused on mainstreaming of the exceptional adolescent and
effective teaching conditions for student learning.
the design of the study.

Chapter 3 describes

Chapter 4 reports the analysis of the data and

its implications to the research objectives.

Chapter 5 concludes the

presentation of the study by discussing the implications, presenting
recommendations for improved learning environments, and suggests further
research avenues raised by the study.

CHAPTER

2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter provides a foundation for the present study.

It pro¬

vides a framework for the investigation as well as for the ideas which
stimulated it.

The chapter is divided into three sections.

The first

section will consider the meaning of marginality as it is defined in
this study.
ing.

The second section will develop a rationale for mainstream¬

The third and final section will investigate effective practices

for teaching mainstreamed adolescent students.

The Meaning of Marginality
This first section of the chapter presents marginal ity as a concept
for identifying ineffective environments for learning.

It then further

describes the path that one follows after being identified as marginal
and how the perpetuation of marginal status in students may lead to
dysfunctional behavior patterns.
The need to investigate differing options for school improvement,
other than those being presently investigated by a majority of school
reform initiatives, is clear.

During 1983-1985 when a majority of

states increased requirements for high school graduation, the plight of
students who had not previously been successful worsened.1

With the

increase in the number of "academic" courses students were required to
successfully pass, few reforms included provisions for the marginal
student.
17
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It is important when investigating the proposed renewal of educa¬
tional reforms that their impact on the learning of all students be con¬
sidered.

Reforms in educational policies, procedures, and practices

must be designed with the pragmatic understanding that learning is an
activity the learner engages in.

It is something which transpires as a

result of the interaction between learners and their environment.3

The

concept of marginality, defined as a negative sociological attitude of an
institution's norm setters toward learners, can be used as a perspective
for analyzing the dynamic interaction in school environments.

In the

extreme case, it is negative learning experiences which are the major
influence on students' decisions to drop out.3
"Equality Is Excellence:

Ira Shor, in his essay

Transforming Teacher Education and the Learning

Process," supports the contention that investigations should focus on the
classroom environment level when he states:
While factors beyond the classroom greatly affect education,
what goes on in schools makes an important difference. This
is true not only with respect to the quality of a student's
life and learning, but also to the possible transformation
of students, teachers, and the society that sets the curricu¬
lum. The strongest potential of teaching lies in studying
the politics and student cultures that effect the classroom.
Poor School Environments
In changing the direction of educational reform to the classroom
environment, there are many crucial concerns that are indicators of a
need to improve the learning environment.

One such concern is, as stated

earlier, the dropout rate of the individual institution.

The National

Center for Education Statistics reports that of the 4,133,333 students
who entered the 5th grade in the fall of 1972, about 3,100,000 graduated
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from high school in 1980.5

This retention rate of about 75% has remained

constant for over a decade and is consistent for both urban and rural
schools.

The 1,000,000 dropouts can be considered the most severe and

easily identifiable marginal students.
Another environmental indicator for the need for change within
school environments is the lack of individualization in school settings.
In this context,

lack of individualization" refers to an inability or

unwillingness by the school to implement learning practices which have
been shown, through research and practice, to be effective in classrooms
with populations showing different behaviors.

Dayton Rothrock conducted

a survey to determine the present use of individualized instruction as
compared with the past.

His findings indicate that individualized

instruction had its heyday in the late 1960s.

Like many innovations of

the experimental period of the 1960s, individualized instruction was
ineffectively and insufficiently implemented and supported.

Rothrock

suggests the present trend of paying less attention to the individual in
curriculum, discipline, and organizational matters has added signifi¬
cantly to the development of marginality and its debilitating affects on
students.^

The need for individualized instruction is emphasized by

John Goodlad in his discussion regarding the improvement of our present
schools, when he states:
We know that no single innovation or intervention will consis¬
tently and unambiguously make a difference in student out¬
comes. Successful teachers orchestrate a dozen or more ele¬
ments in their instruction in order to assure student success
and satisfaction.7
Each year school discipline issues are at the top of public opinion
polls focusing on concerns of school effectiveness.

Volumes have been
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compiled to explain the whys, hows, and whats of the discipline issue.8
Yet we find in almost every school undesirable student behaviors, incongruent with the norms of the educational environment, persist.

We must

understand that discipline is, in a major way, a reflection of the condi¬
tion of the learning environment as well as a product of it.

Avoidance

behaviors, such as truancy, class cutting, and excessive tardiness, are
also indications of incongruent student behaviors.

It is clear that stu¬

dent behavior patterns and the responses of school authorities can lead
to cycles that intensify rather than resolve problems.9
Unclear priorities for secondary schools is the last issue to take
under consideration in this investigation.

In our recent past, educa¬

tion served a common purpose of socializing a largely immigrant popula¬
tion.

Having succeeded in this purpose, secondary education has too

long been in search of a recognized modern purpose.

High schools, to be

effective, must have a sense of purpose, with teachers, students, admin¬
istrators, and parents sharing the vision of what the school is trying
to accomplish.-^8

In his analysis of the reports on the status of

American education, Daniel Tanner is appalled by the lack of understand¬
ing of the function of general education in a free society.

He states

in his conclusion:
... We appear to be at a new crossroads. The road taken
will be determined not by the fantasies of crystal-ball gaz¬
ing and futurology, but rather by what we do here and now in
attacking our most pervasive problems through a means that
are consonant with the democratic ideal of optimizing educa¬
tional opportunity for all.H
In investigating the issue of priorities for education, we are faced
with the same inquiry that has persisted since formal education began.
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In ancient Athens, young men could choose between the pragmatic education
espoused by the Isocratesian school or the pursuit of intellectual truths
espoused by Socrates.12

However, in our modern society, demands which

are of a political, social, financial, and attitudinal nature overshadow
pedagogical issues, when attempting to define educational priorities.
In their search for priorities, educational institutions have been
appointed, or have self appointed, additional social responsibilities.
These include combatting negative "isms," promoting environmental concern
and energy conservation, fighting crime and violence, and preparing stu¬
dents for technological careers and parenthood.

In light of the myriad

of complicating and competing forces affecting educational decisions, the
search for priorities has taken on the tact of jumping on bandwagons.
Education is much like Alice in the Looking Glass, not knowing where it
is going and it does not matter much the direction it takes.
If we familiarize ourselves with conditions within our school
environments that are indicators of poor learning environments, we can
use this knowledge to begin the actual improvement of schools.

Marginality and School Environments
It is not enough to expose a child to an educational experience.
The child must have experiences which are both interactive and rewarding.
As both Tyler and Dewey point out, learning is an interactive process
between the learner and their environment.

When students do not have

interactive and rewarding experiences, their academic promise is blunted.
If educators endorse the premise that learning is indeed an interactive
process, it is ironic that the majority of discrepancy situations
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between a student and their learning is seen as a problem which lies
solely within the student.

This singular focus for the discrepancy is

supported in the literature of Academic, Social, and Behavioral deviance
as at the center of the etiology of deviance and in the amelioration of
it as well.
Presently, many researchers and practitioners are questioning the
validity of the belief that deviance resides solely within the person.
Daryl Bemm presents the fundamental attribution error of emphasizing
individual versus social/environmental circumstances for the casual role
in determining behavior in the formula B=f(P & E), stating the
P (personality) is typically overemphasized.

Emotional disturbance has

generally been viewed as a comparative process; that is, assessing the
observable behavior pattern of a particular child in relation to a per¬
ceived "normal" behavior pattern.

The unspoken assumption is that the

disturbance does not reside in teachers, schools, community, or the
culture.10

However, one must expand their understanding and review dis¬

turbance as resulting from the interface between behavior and the reac¬
tions of others to that hehavior.1^

Rhodes further explains how dis¬

turbed children become marginal due to a sociological phenomenon when
he concludes:
The Nucleus of the problem lies in the content of behavioral
prohibitions and sanctions in the culture! Any behavior which
departs significantly from this lore upsets those who have
carefully patterned their behavior according to cultural
specifications. The subsequent agitated exchange between cul¬
ture violator and culture bearer creates a disturbance in the
environment.
It is this reciprocal product which engages
attention and leads to subsequent action.15
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In addressing issues relating to effective education for the learning
disabled adolescent, Donald Deshler supports the position taken by
Rhodes:
While the condition of Learning Disability has traditionally
been defined in terms of learning and behavior characteris¬
tics intrinsic to the individual, it is also important to
consider the degree to which contextual factors contribute
to the disability experienced by a learning disabled
adolescent.ib
To effectively educate a population which includes special education.
Chapter I, migrant children, low English proficiency, children in grief,
neglected and abused children, drug users, pregnant teenagers, children
with poor academic motivation, school absentees, as well as low
achievers, structural changes in the programs and instruction of these
students is necessary.^

If we can conceptualize human behavior as a

function of interaction within a system, our ability to explain stability
and change of the system is increased.

The idea of changing social sys¬

tems and individuals simultaneously, however, runs counter to education's
long history of looking inside individuals to explain behaviors.

Schools

and classrooms can be conceptualized as systems and individual behavior
can be analyzed on the basis of systemic patterns.10

However, as

Sinclair and Ghory point out, attributing marginal behavior only to the
learner releases the schools from responsibility of creating educational
1 Q

environments which will be effective for all learners.
The concept of providing segregated programs for marginal students,
as it is now conceived and practiced, is also coming under attack.

The

abundance of categorical programs are becoming more of a problem than a
solution.

We are reaching what has been termed "disjointed
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incrementalism," a series of narrowly framed programs which are launched
one by one, each justified in its own time and way, but based on the
assumption that it does not interact with the others.20

Students who in

the past were categorized and grouped as mentally retarded, emotionally
disturbed, socially maladjusted, etc., are now being identified by the
learning and behavior needs which are necessary for effective classroom
learning, and not as discretely different disabilities.

As Lloyd Dunn

has argued, there is little evidence to justify the practice of cate¬
gorical labeling and programming for those labels.

Learners differ along

sociocultural, developmental, and cognitive continuums, and it is these
differences that must be accounted for instructionally if we are to
maximize learning for all students.

A merger of Special Education and

regular education is warranted because the instructional needs of a
majority of special needs students do not justify a segregated program.
The identification of "special needs" traditionally meant that students
deviated from a concept of "normal."

However, all students differ along

continuums of intellectual, physical, and psychological characteristics.
Individual services to meet the instructional needs of labeled students
is discriminatory toward the regular education student (non-labeled) due
to, as noted, all students are unique and differing instruction can
influence their learning.^

A focal dichotomy in regular and special

education is in the locus of deviance.

School failure (i.e., failing

grades, suspensions, truancy, and dropout) is seen as a problem within
the regular education student.

Yet for a group of students who fit a

handicapping category, we find the root of the problem is with the edu¬
cation practices or setting.

Remediation, with identified handicapped
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students, focus on the school's duty to accept the responsibility for
developing programs and models that will successfully educate these stu¬
dents.22

Greater emphasis must be placed on the role of situational

factors in identifying all students' behaviors.

Of particular importance

is the recognition that failure of any student may be indicative of a
breakdown in instruction and not necessarily absence of learner attri¬
butes.22
If school environments are to become more effective for all students,
a more sensitive approach to analyzing the dynamic interaction is neces¬
sary.

We must move away from categorical labels, segregating special

programs, and determining dysfunction in terms of intrapersonal difficul¬
ties.

Marginalitv is the condition which exists when an individual does

not or cannot meet the functional expectations of the defined environment.
Thus, if students are observed to be marginal in a particular setting, an
evaluation of the environmental, as well as the student factors, will be
initiated.
Dynamics of Marginality
When students do not meet the expectations, responsibilities, and/or
duties identified by the norm setting mechanisms of the institution, they
are identified as marginal.

The norm setting mechanisms can take the

form of standardized assessment instruments, school policies, classroom
regulations, curricular demands, or peer pressures.
How does one become marginal in an educational setting?
beauty, marginality is in the eye (mind) of the beholder.

As with

Marginal

status is not a direct result of a behavior or even a behavior pattern;
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it is based on a social definition and response.

Disabilities, which

make people marginal to certain environments, are also social constructs,
not explicable solely in terms of the facts that are supposed to support
it.

In discussing the biases of our information environment and our

undying belief in the data it provides, Neil Postman satirically states:
The student's behavior in various contexts is to be judged
against a standard. If life contradicts a test score, so much
the worse for life. Life makes mistakes. Instruments do
not.^
Educators must be cognizant of the fact that the appearance of margin¬
al ity in students is a symptom of an unhealthy learning environment and
that the factors that contribute to it can be ameliorated.

However, if

we underestimate or ignore the marginal status we have defined, or worse
perpetuate it, we increase the possibility of the condition becoming
permanent.

The factors which influence a norm setter's attitude toward

students is usually a variety of subjectively derived characteristics.26
Teachers accept student behavior differently based on the label they
have assigned to that student.27

What these same teachers react to is

an action that is out of character with their perceived behavior pattern
for that label.2^

Foster, et al., in their article "I Wouldn't Have Seen

It, If I Hadn't Believed It," investigate the effects of labels.

In

their conclusion, they state:
The act of labeling another person is a social behavior which
is learned and reinforced. ... To the extent that these are
negative or detrimental and are maintained in the face of
conflicting behavior, objective evaluation and treatment of
the labeled child becomes problematic.29
Permanent marginality, as with any condition that continually con¬
fronts the student with failure, will eventually lead the student to

-i
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behavior patterns that are no longer in the student's control.

Greer

and Weatherly30 and Grimes31 discuss how students' reactions to continuous
failure situations lead to their reducing efforts or developing debilitat¬
ing social/emotional behaviors.

In essence, exposure to low teacher

expectations produces lower student performance which, if continued,
yields marginal status for that student.

W. Burleigh Seaver found sup¬

port for the findings of the Rosenthal and Jacobson "Pygmalion in the
Classroom" study.

Seaver's data suggests that pupil performance was

effected in the predicted direction by teacher expectancies arising from
prior experience with an older sibling.

It is suggested if students are

kept in a marginal state for an extended period of time, the dynamics
between the student and environment will lead to a psychological dis¬
ability that now really does lie within the individual.

Long,33

Dreikurs,33 Boomer,34 and Sinclair and Ghory35 all describe similar
sequences or cycles that lead from attention getting behaviors to dis¬
abling dysfunction after being subjected to extended marginal status.
One path that a student's reaction might take was detailed by
Dreikurs (see Figure 2.1).

Students interacting with norm setters and

their classification systems set up goals which they believe will
counter the unwanted classification or live up to some glorified ideal.
Then students, based on their personality structure, interact with the
environment as either passive or aggressive personalities to achieve
their identified goals.

Their interactions begin as constructive

interventions in attempts to reach their goals.

If students' goals are

not achieved through constructive behavior patterns, they progress
(regress) to the next behavior option.

It is unfortunate that in many
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instances the next available behavioral option is destructive in nature.
As students are, through continuous confrontation with marginal status,
forced into these destructive patterns, their very goals become skewed.
Teachers' inequitable perceptions and treatments of students' behaviors
in the mainstreamed classroom have the potential to produce more serious
discipline problems.36

They begin to feel and see that the only possi¬

ble option is to fight.

Regaining their status by "beating the system"

becomes the goal for these students.

In order to avoid this behavior

pattern and offer options to these disenfranchised students, we must
look at the ability of the learning environment to develop positive
interactions.

If we are to maximize learning for all students, teachers

must understand that students differ along sociocultural, developmental,
and cognitive dimensions and these differences must be accounted for
instructionally.37

In her essay "Fidelity in Teaching, Teacher

Education, and Research for Teaching," Noddings argues that as teachers
perform their responsibilities of imparting academic information, we must
be constantly aware of how the methods we use effect the person we
teach.33

Rationale for Mainstreaming Marginal Students
The first section of this chapter reviews selected literature on
mainstreaming to establish the rationale for mainstreaming's inclusion in
public educational policy and, more importantly, its practice in public
schools.

The evidence suggests that advocacy for mainstreaming comes

from three lines of reasoning:

ethical, legal, and technical.

Also, it
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suggested that "mainstreaming, like any new movement which calls for
changes in attitudes, behaviors, and in socioeducational structures,
has certain natural enemies.

They are ignorance, tradition, and

prejudice.1,39
The movement to provide educational opportunities to marginal indi¬
viduals and their fight for civil rights can be traced to the efforts of
Reverend Thomas H. Gallaudet.

In 1817, Reverend Gallaudet's Connecticut

Asylum for the Education and Instruction of the Deaf and Dumb was the
first attempt to provide an educational environment for "handicapped"
persons.

Prior to the opening of this educational institution, the

history of treatment for people who were perceived as marginal to their
environments was bleak.

Treatment swung from neglect and mistreatment

to pity and protection.

However, the "cult of curability" is in vogue40

in the 19th century and produces the emergence of separate schools for
a variety of marginal people.

In 1831, Dr. Samuel Howe was appointed

the director of the New England Asylum for the Blind, which had opened
two years before in Watertown, Massachusetts.

Dr. Howe and Dorthea Dix,

social reform advocate, lectured the state legislature regarding the
shocking conditions in prisons and asylums.

The legislature subse¬

quently appropriated money for an experimental school for "idiotic"
children to be opened in a wing of the Perkins Institute (formerly the
New England Asylum for the Blind).

In 1855, the Chicago Reform School

was established based on a family care paradigm and foster home alterna¬
tives.

In 1866, a school in Elizabeth, New Jersey, developed a multiple

tracking system to permit bright students to advance more rapidly.
Horace Mann, Secretary of the Massachusetts Board of Education,
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instituted the first public day school for deaf students in 1869, in
Boston.

New York City initiated the first class for disciplinary and

truant boys in a public school in 1874.

In 1890, Walter Fernald began

to send mentally defective patients back into the community on a parole
basis in Massachusetts.

In 1898, the Baltimore Plan provided tracks for

normal, bright, and dull students.

These programs of the 19th century

offered training for the previously neglected marginal individual.
Equally asimportant to the civil rights movement for marginal indi¬
viduals, these institutions offered a protective environment, usually
for the life of the individual.
The first half of the 20th century intensified the trend started by
Reverend Gallaudet to provide services to segregated schools for mar¬
ginal students.

By 1911, a survey by the United States Bureau of

Education found 6% of cities reporting special classes for gifted
pupils; 11% for defective; 25% for backward; 10% for physically excep¬
tional; 39% for environmentally exceptional (non-English speaking); and
17% for morally exceptional, delinquent, and incorrigible.^

During

this same time period, teacher training institutions began to offer
course work in special education.

By 1933, an estimated 133 institutions

provided some courses in special education.

In his review of the "his¬

torical forces and vectors" which influenced special education, Gearheart
wrote:
In summary, the first 60 to 65 years of the twentieth century
led to significant advances in educational programming for
most handicapped children and to the establishment of a new
subdiscipline of education commonly called special education.
Considering the events of the many centuries that had
preceded this one, it was indeed a good time for the handi¬
capped, and it appeared that if the present rate of
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improvement were to continue, the picture might become even
brighter. But the 'present rate' of improvement was destined
to change, and events of unparalleled importance and impact
were about to occur.42
H L
In general, the powerful and complex forces that have influenced
change in special education, and regular education in general, are the
combination of ethical, legal, and technical actions that were in effect
during this time.
Ethical Issues
The social climate of the past three decades has been marked by
broad-based political and social activism aimed at securing basic civil
and human rights.

Progressive politics in turn were supported by a

liberalization of attitudes in race relations and sexual behavior as well
as a general increase in understanding and acceptance of atypical social
mores and personal behavior.

The civil and human rights questions which

were being addressed by public and private forums were brought to
national attention in such dramatic right-to-1ive and right-to-die ques¬
tions as those raised by the Karen Quinlan and Gary Gilmore cases.^
Diverse groups of people were espousing the dangers of segregation
in any form.

Edwin Martin, then Deputy Commissioner of Education for

the Handicapped, in remarks at the Council for Exceptional Children
Convention (1974), detailed the dangers of segregation, when he stated:
Our experience with segregated social institutions has shown
them to be among the most cruel and dehumanizing activities.
. . . Think for a moment about the conditions within Indian
reservations, about the internment of Japanese-Americans in
World War II, about the Wi1lowbrooks, about the jails, about
racially segregated schools. In each instance, we have
created these institutions, supposedly for the good of those
to be incarcerated, or at least to provide them humane treat¬
ment, and, in each, there has been a classic pattern of
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neglect, isolation, rejection, and ultimate dehumanization of
the persons on whose behalf society was supposedly to be actMainstreaming as a concept to ameliorate segregation in schools extends
beyond special education.

It represents an effort to resolve a dilemma

faced by society and education in all its forms.

That is, how can a

single entity meet the needs of a diverse population in effective and
beneficial ways?45

If we equate the mainstreaming imperative to the

integration movement for racial minorities, we see some alarming simi¬
larities.

Both these movements were intended to integrate (work and

learn in cooperative activities) previously separate groups.

However, as

Hoben points out:
. . . Educators learned that desegregation and integration are
not necessarily synonymous, and that desegregation, for all
the resistance and anxiety that accompanied it, was much
easier to accomplish than integration.4^
Biklen (1985) typified the feelings of many when he identified the
principle benefit of integration.

Integration holds the potential for

students to learn about each other's humanness, uniqueness, and similari¬
ties.

In contrast, the continuation of segregation can and will only

lead to increased stereotyping.47

Investigation into racial prejudice

by Weigel and Howes indicates that prejudice and racism appear to be
normative rather than devient.

They conclude that to the extent that

prejudicial beliefs are deeply entrenched within the social structure,
prejudicial sentiments and discriminatory behavior will be pervasive at
the individual level.

Breaking of the "vicious" prejudice cycle is

accomplished through unavoidable contact experiences of certain types,
which creates a "benign" cycle.

The belief that an integrative setting
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was the most beneficial placement of students was not shared by the
entire educational community.

Dr. William Cruickshank, a widely

respected expert in special education, said in a discussion with
Dr. Ignacy Goldberg that such children (educably mentally retarded) were
neither able to benefit from education-distinguished from training-nor
entitled to an education since they were unable to return anything of
value to the community.48

Others contended that marginal students placed

in regular classes are either rejected by their nonhandicapped peers or
are less well accepted than nonhandicapped children.49

Although some

professionals question the effectiveness of mainstreaming, almost no one
questions the underlying philosophic values in the mainstreaming move¬
ment.58

The philosophy of American education will be served by main-

streaming in that it will:
. . . allow for meaningful inclusion and appreciation of
ethnic, racial, sexual, physical, and ability variations with¬
out judgements about which course or method of study is more
desirable. Individual differences are not to be viewed as
deviations from the norm but as the basis on which the con¬
tent and methods of a school's curriculum are to be built.5^
However, the liberalism which was being shown in the activities of
the general population was also being expressed in the street level
politics of special interest groups.

These special interest groups were

bringing to the attention of political forces, as well as the general
public, the need for social change.

The increased sensitivity of the

population to this diversity found a parallel in the judicial activism
• »

of local, state, and federal courts in human rights issues.

Legal Issues
During the past three decades, state and federal courts have been
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in the forefront of action on human rights issues.

Many of these deci¬

sions have had significant effects on educational policy.

Perhaps most

important has been the affirmation by the courts of the right to a free,
appropriate public education for all children.

Although the basic prin¬

ciple of free access public education was set forth by the United States
Supreme Court in Brown Vs. The Board of Education in 1954, its implica¬
tions for the education of marginal individuals was not explored by the
courts until 1969.

In the case of Wolf Vs. Utah, the court used the

language of the Brown decision in finding for the plaintiff, concerning
rights of mentally retarded children to public school admission.

In the

cases of Wyatt Vs. Aderhold (1970) and Wyatt Vs. Stickney (1971), the
courts upheld the rights of hospitalized patients to receive adequate
treatment and habilitation.

These cases further secured the right of the

handicapped to services necessary for their development.

A second line

of cases were more involved with access to public education.

In

PARC Vs. Pennsylvania (1972) and Mills Vs. Board of Education (1972), the
courts again found for the plaintiffs.

Here, the rights of retarded stu¬

dents, as well as those with other handicapping conditions, to open access
to public education were guaranteed.

A last line of cases involved the

standards and practices used in classifying children.

The plaintiffs in

Dianna Vs. State Board of Education (1970) and Larry P. Vs. Rily (1972)
charged that a disproportional number of minority students were being
placed inappropriately in programs for the educably retarded.

These

placements, it was argued, were based solely on culturally biased assess¬
ment procedures.

The principles defined in these cases gave rise to the

non-biased testing and assessment practices now standard for placement in

36

special education programs.

Through the advocacy of special interest

groups and professional organizations, many of these and other judicial
findings have since found expression directly in state and federal legis¬
lation.
A significant turning point in federal legislation of educational
policy took place in 1965.

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act

(ESEA - P.L. 89-10), the first truly large-scale aid to education,
marked the end of a traditional policy of limited and rather indirect
intervention by the federal government in the public schools.

The intent

of this legislation was to improve opportunities for educationally
disadvantaged children.

As with earlier legislation, clarification and

expansion was necessary to implement the intent of the law.

Between

1965 and 1973, no less than twenty-three federal laws were enacted to
secure and protect the rights of marginal persons.

In 1973, P.L. 93-112,

The Rehibiliation Act, guaranteed the rights of handicapped persons in
employment practices, program access, and education.

However, the regu¬

lations for the implementation of this legislation were long delayed.
It was not until 1977, when sections 503 and 504 were issued, that
implementation strategies were detailed.

This law, like many other civil

rights legislation, had profound implications for educational practice
and policy.

In 1975, P.L. 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped

Children Act, was signed into law.

The goals of the legislation were to

identify and assess all children in need of educational services and
provide them with a free, appropriate public education in the least
restrictive environment.
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P.L. 94-142 is a major national statement of the rights of the
exceptional student.

Johnson and Johnson (1980) stated that P.L. 94-142

may be the most important civil rights legislation in recent history.52
However, a major question of effectiveness arises due to the fact that
litigation and legislation alone are not sufficient to achieve change in
schools.5^

Technical Issues
The resistance to mainstreaming marginal students has become more
widespread over time.

Much of this discontent stems from fear and lack

of clarification of responsibilities.54

Mainstreaming can greatly affect

\

the role and responsibility of regular education professionals.

The need

for the training of regular education personnel for the requirements of
mainstreaming was anticipated by the authors of P.L. 94-142, who included
in its provisions a system of comprehensive personnel preparation.

The

commitment to training has not decreased; in fact, priorities for federal
funds still favor programs to train regular educators rather than pro¬
grams which foster a "pull-out" philosophy for educating exceptional
children.55

The results of training programs to help prepare regular

educators for mainstreaming has been shown to be successful.55

The

skills and attitudes of even minimally prepared teachers to work with
exceptional students in their classes have shown, in follow-up studies,
to remain positive.57

However, the results of empirical studies and

expert opinion ten years after the implementation of the law indicate
that in general the regular classroom teacher is still unprepared to
CO

carry out either the letter or the intent of P.L. 94-142.

The reasons
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for the discrepancies between teachers' beliefs that they have the
skills necessary to teach marginal students in their classes and their
unfavorable attitudes and behaviors are a combination of many factors.
Among these are inadequate time, support services, necessary material,
and/or training.59

In light of research which indicates that the effec¬

tiveness of special classes versus regular settings in meeting specified
educational goals is minimal, integrated environments have become more
attractive options.60
The major thrust for integration of mildly retarded students into
regular classes based on efficiency issues was initiated by Lloyd Dunn,
with the publication of his article entitled "Special Education for the
Mildly Retarded:

Is Much of It Justifiable?"6^

Dunn, in his arguments,

suggests some technical reasons for education to be implemented in the
regular program.

These include:

• Homogeneous groupings tend to work against the
individual ;
• Efficiency studies indicate that segregated classes do
not produce better academic achievement;
• Labeling procedures foster self-fulfilling prophesies;
• Improvements in general education to deal with indi¬
vidual differences;
• Changes in social organization;
• Curricular changes;
• Changes in professional public school personnel;
$

Hardware changes.

These same arguments hold true for all marginal students in that the
classification of children into categories encourages a search for
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supposedly ••unique" instructional techniques and materials when they do
not exist, or should exist.63

In a study by Cantrell and Cantrell, they

found that regular classroom teachers who have access to support services
can effect significant achievement gains for students at all levels of
IQ functioning.

The research also indicated that "normal" students

achieved at a rate commensurate with their expected levels.64

Similar

studies with students who have been identified with a variety of excep¬
tionalities have had similar results.66
Birch clearly summarized the rationale for mainstreaming fourteen
years ago as pressure for a complex group of motives, which he identi¬
fied as:
1.

The capacity to deliver special education services
anywhere has improved.

2.

Parental concerns are being expressed more directly
and forcefully.

3.

The rejection of labeling of children is growing.

4.

Court actions have accelerated changes in special
education procedures.

5.

The fairness and accuracy of psychological testing
has been questioned.

6.

Too many children were classified psychometrically as
mentally retarded.

7.

Civil rights actions against segregation uncovered
questionable special education placement practices.

8.

Non-handicapped children are deprived if they are
not allowed to associate with handicapped children.

9.

The effectiveness of conventional special education
was questioned.

10.

Financial considerations foster mainstreaming.

11.

American philosophical foundations encourage diversity
in the same educational setting.66
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These same pressures are actively at work today to implement the same
mainstreaming concept that Birch described.

The concept of exceptionali¬

ties has been expanding to go beyond learning and adjustment problems
per se to a concern for any individual who is marginal to the environ¬
ment, i.e., gifted and talented, abused children, culturally different,
etcetera.^

The acceptance of this more inclusive group of students

needing services is hard for some to fathom in the context of mainstream¬
ing.

This is due to the commonly held view that mainstreaming means to

put children back into regular classes.

This view is appropriate for

the short run, due only to the fact that so many children were removed
from the regular program.

However, the intent of mainstreaming is not

putting children back into regular programs.
the first place.

It is not removing them in

The provision of services for all marginal students

must take place in the regular classroom environment.^

The successful

achievement of marginal students in regular classes depends more on the
ability of the classroom environment to accommodate these students than
any other single factor.
Mainstreaming has been a priority in American education for the
past twenty years, and there have been no clear-cut answers to the ques¬
tions that surround it.

The review of the literature of the rationale

for mainstreaming may have made the concept more understandable.

Though

no definitive models for effective mainstreaming have been espoused, the
fact remains that mainstreaming is a desirable philosophic value which
we have the capacity to achieve.
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Effective Practices for Teaching
Mainstreamed Adolescents

This third section of the chapter reviews effective practices for
teaching marginal adolescents in the mainstream.

It begins with an

investigation of the need for the implementation of effective teaching
practices in mainstreamed settings and goes on to detail effective
instructional practices for all students in mainstreamed settings.
Sabattno and Mauser, in their book Intervention Strategies for
Specialized Secondary Education, point out that significant numbers of
students in our secondary schools are met with continuous frustration
and disruption in their learning.

The problem of providing effective

learning programs for these students within the regular school options
has become a national priority.

Recently, the Council of Chief State

School Officers has drafted a proposal to guarantee school quality for
at-risk students and "be really serious about the business of success¬
fully reaching all children."69

Marginal secondary level students are a

heterogeneous group whose one unifying characteristic is their inability
to successfully negotiate the regular school program.

For this group of

students whose severity of needs does not warrant a substantially
separate program, we have implemented a pull-out service delivery system,
whereby we provide academic remediation or tutorial support in the hopes
that these students will be able to be supported to pass the basic high
school requirements.^9

The outcome of a pull-out system which has stu¬

dents attempting to function in two distinct environments (regular and
special education classes) has been shown to be ineffective at best and
detrimental at worst.
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It is becoming more and more apparent that as educators, especially
on the secondary level, we have, through specialization and departmen¬
talization, narrowed our field of vision in educational practices.

As a

direct result of this, we have limited the pedagogical practices we use
in our classrooms, thus limiting the learning environment.

Further, we

have narrowly defined the criteria for students' success, thus forcing
uniformity in what are acceptable solutions to learning activities.71
Many authors have indicated that there are critical differences in
elementary and secondary schools that must be understood when investi¬
gating effective teaching at the different levels.

Halpern73 and

Brown and Wood73 illustrate the differences between elementary level and
secondary level programming and skill needs.

Research by George,74

Goodman,75 and Lauire, Buchwash, Silverman, and Zigmond76 on the educa¬
tion of exceptional adolescents indicate that for successful mainstream¬
ing, a radically new approach is necessary at the secondary level.
Teaching the Learning Disabled Adolescent:

In

Strategies and Methods, Alley

and Deshler describe the focus of their methodology as a procedure to
help adolescents meet the requirements of secondary schools.

They state:

The demands of secondary curriculum are much different from
the demands of the elementary curriculum. The secondary cur¬
riculum is based on content acquisition and assumes that
students have mastered the skills taught in the elementary
schools well enough to use those skills to acquire further
information.?7
As subject area specialists, secondary level teachers tend to approach
«

_

teaching and learning as a lecture and discussion process focusing on
content more than on student effect.73

Ericksen describes a duality in

teaching roles at the secondary level as:
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* .
. the discipline specialist, whose responsibility is
to draw from an established body of knowledge to develop
course content, and the instructor, whose responsibility
requires addition, subtraction, and modifications of the
course content.79
Teachers planning to work effectively with secondary level students
need to consider two additional factors in their planning.

First, the

adolescent population, found in secondary schools, has its own inherent
traits.

These identifiable traits are social, psychological, physical,

and biological in nature.

These characteristics become more obvious

when we include the adolescent's preoccupation with resolving uncertain¬
ties about sex, drugs, inter/intrapersonal skills, autonomy, future
goals, etc.

Compounding these characteristics is the difficulties

encountered by this age group in coping with frustration, as evidenced
by statistics on dropout rate, drug and alcohol abuse, adolescent preg¬
nancy, suicide, etcetera.

Second, the organization of the school, as

students progress from elementary to secondary schools, can have a
debilitating affect on students, especially those students with a learn¬
ing disability.80

The Need for Effective Teaching
Practices at the Secondary Level
The success or failure of teaching or a teacher, in the final analy¬
sis, is determined by the learning of students.

Madeline Hunter writes

that the quality of teaching has the power to accelerate or retard an
individual's learning.

She defines teaching as:

Teaching ... is defined as the constant stream of profes¬
sional decisions that affects the probability of learning:
decisions that are made before, during, and after interac¬
tions with the student.81
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It is clear that if learning is to take place in the schools, it is to
be determined by the experiences the student has within the learning
environment.

These learning experiences are defined as reactions between

the learner and his/her environment.82

It is not enough for a teacher to

provide information to a group of students, if learning is the goal of
such interaction.

The information that is offered must be part of an

active interchange and exchange between the giver of information and
those for whom the information is provided.

A learning experience is

always what it is due to the interaction of the student and what is the
student's environment at the moment.83

John Dewey, in Experience and

Education, outlines the importance of proper experiences;
It is not enough to insist on the necessity of experience, or
even of activity in experience. Everything depends on the
£u.a1 ity of the experience which is had. The quality has two
aspects. There is an immediate aspect of agreeableness or
disagreeableness, and there is its influence upon later
experiences
In addressing the need for effective instructional techniques to
provide purposeful experiences, pedagogy comes extremely easy when teach¬
ers are teaching children who are like themselves.

There are very few

specialized techniques that are not supplied by common sense when there
is a "shared identity" in the teaching-learning interaction.

However,

when teachers are called upon to teach students who are not like them¬
selves, then there is much pedagogical knowledge which is necessary.
The differences between the teacher and student requires that the
teacher adapt his/her primary instructional procedures to meet the
characteristics of the students.It is important that teachers be
sensitive to the fact that the "shared identity" concept implies the
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existence of a match along several dimensions at once:
chological, physiological, etcetera.

cultural, psy¬

The assumption of shared identity

frees teachers of the need to inquire into the nature of their students
as a guide for pedagogical practices.86

A valid appraisal of successful

teaching must be evaluated in terms of its effect on the individual stu¬
dent because in essence teaching is the interaction between a learner
and the instruction.8^
The evidence of a need for instructional change in a learning
environment is easily seen in the incongruity of identity as evidence by
the failure of any student.

In their discussion regarding classroom

responses to the marginal student, Sinclair and Ghory state:
N

When educators focus on maintaining and defending the class¬
room environment and do not attend to evidence that the
learners are having difficulty, they are ignoring incipient
signs indicating that they themselves need to make adjust¬
ments. ... If a teacher perceives accurately the persis¬
tent signs of student difficulty and dissatisfaction, this
should lead him or her to question the instruction and adjust
the environment for learning.88
Philip Jackson, in his discussion on knowing how to teach, comes to a
similar conclusion when he states:
Teachers who think their students are with them when they
are not, who assume ignorance when there is none, who envi¬
sion their students as being carbon copies of themselves,
when in fact they are quite different, are obviously court¬
ing failure; the irony is that so long as they cling to
their erroneous assumptions they may never find out they
have failed.89
We have for too long tried to tie failure of student learning to something innate within the students.

Marginal students may have been

labeled as deviant only within the educational environment and may have
normal status in the home, community, or in society in general.Thus
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the question of residence of the problem needs to be focused in other
areas.

Difficulties in teaching to all students stem from our preoccupa¬

tion with determining exceptionality as a "problem within the child."

We

must move from defining exceptional children to defining exceptional
environments within the school.

Emphasis of these exceptional environ¬

ments would focus on teaching environments, teaching procedures, and
special resources for teaching.91
Categorical identification of students has very little instructional
benefits.

Students who have been assigned to categorical classifications

were found to be alike across classifications in terms of not only aca¬
demic problems but in their responsiveness to similar instructional
QO

practices.

Regardless of diagnostic classification, Cruickshank found

that the introduction of structure into a classroom would result in sig¬
nificant improvement in the student's achievement and behavior.93

Gable

conducted a study to clarify the relationship between teacher behaviors
and pupil category of exceptionality (L.D., E.D., and E.M.R.).

In the

discussion regarding their findings, the researchers stated:
At least with respect to the categories of learning disabled/
behavior, disordered and mentally retarded, the finding of
the present study supported the growing opinion among special
educators that teacher competencies should directly relate to
specific instructional problems rather than emphasize cate¬
gorical labels or deficits attributed to child categories.94
The educational practice of identifying student attributes and match¬
ing them to specific instructional practices, i.e., visuiles Vs. audiles,
has not yielded much success.

Although the presumption of matching

instructional strategies to an individual's modality strength is logical,
present research does not support this contention.

95

In identifying an
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alternative approach to assessing student attributes for instructional
planning, Zigmond and Miller found effective instructional practices
would apply to an students, regardless of individual attributes or
characteristics.96

When teachers structure their classrooms so that stu¬

dent success is the primary product of the interaction that takes place
there, learning is an outcome.

Substantial student improvements occur

when teachers accept the responsibility for the performance of all their
students.97

With a shift away from learning style identification, the

focus of assessment also changes from the student to responsiveness to
instruction.9^
The traditional secondary classroom functions within a group-based
teaching approach.

This approach assumes that children can be selected

to start at the same place, progress at the same rate, profit from the
same instructional procedures, and learn similar material.
this is not true.17:7

Unfortunately,

American secondary schools usually group 25 to 35

students together for a short period of time (40 to 50 minutes) for
instructional purposes.

This organizational pattern is successful for

some students but unsuccessful for others.100

Fomberg and Driscoll

(1985), in The Successful Classroom, discuss the fact that whole group
instruction usually falls somewhere in the middle of group ability, thus
boring those at the upper end and losing those at the lower end of the
group.

Piaget and Bruner both suggest that classroom activities must be

directed toward each student's present level, with opportunities to
experiment with new information to extend or challenge what the student
already knows.
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Consistent findings in special education research have shown that
mainstreaming works when regular education teachers adapt their instruc¬
tion for the student.101

Wang, in her study comparing the effects of a

full-time mainstreaming approach and a resource room approach for excep¬
tional students, found:
Preliminary results from the two studies on the ALEM
(Adaptive Learning Environment Model) reported in this
journal suggest the feasibility of restructuring regular edu¬
cation programs to much more adequately serve students with
diverse learning characteristics and needs, including those
who are currently being served by compensatory and special
education pull-out programs.103
Frank Hewett gives us direction for the future in working with behavior
disordered children, through an analysis of his professional experiences.
sums up his direction for the future as follows:
I believe that what we need today is better education for all
children rather than more specialized help for children who
are mildly disturbed or retarded and that we must move to
merge regular and special education.103
It is good teaching which is probably more valuable for the less able
student, than for the gifted or even the average learner.

It is the

former rather than the latter two who more easily is thrown off track by
poor teaching.10^
In her analysis of a seven-year longitudinal study, Barbara Larrivee
concludes:
These research results indicate that the mildly handicapped
child can be accommodated by teaching practices that are
beneficial to the class as a whole, making it possible to
serve mildly handicapped children adequately in regular
classrooms without warranting a total revamping of ongoing
instructional programs, since instructional strategies that
meet the needs of mainstreamed students is also likely to be
effective practices for the majority of students.103
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However, as Goodland (1984) points out, despite a substantial body of
accumulating evidence regarding the positive influence of modifying the
traditional instructional practices used in regular education on a wide
variety of students, actual widespread changes in regular education
instructional practices has been minimal.

This is in light of the dearth

of research to indicate that more effective instructional techniques are
found in resource settings.

Gottlieb and Alter substantiate the lack of

data relating to unique resource practices:
For more than twenty years, educators have been concerned with
identifying unique qualities that differentiate special educa¬
tion from education available to nonhandicapped children.
Although a variety of differences between special and regular
education were posited, and some differences, such as class
size, were undoubtedly true, many other alleged differences
remained in the realm of conjecture.106
Effective Instructional Practices
Perhaps, as many professional educators indicate, the greatest chal¬
lenge that mainstreaming confronts educators with is the redefining of
roles.Both regular education and special education personnel will
need to learn new skills and gain new knowledge.

Their respective atti¬

tudes regarding the marginal adolescent and the appropriate programming
for them will have to be altered.

Although, as Leacock contends in

Teaching and Learning in City Schools, the attitude and expectations of
different classes and people far outweigh good intentions and even good
instruction in teaching lower-class children not to learn, it is beyond
the scope of this research to investigate this contention.
Classroom teachers, through cooperative planning with special educa¬
tion teachers, will have to modify and/or adapt course requirements and
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delivery of content to accommodate the marginal student.108

It is

important to differentiate between modification and adaptation of
instructional practices and reducing overall goals for students' learn¬
ing.

We are advocating that teachers of marginal students not lower

expectations for these students, for they are capable of successfully
completing course expectations.109

Rather, these students need to be

challenged to work effectively and efficiently through the manipulation
of appropriate teaching methodologies.

Research indicates that regular

education teachers, with proper training and support, can successfully
modify and adapt instructional practices to improve learning for all
students.110

Kenneth B. Clark, in Dark Ghetto, contends that black

children do not learn because they are not taught.
Teaching and Learning:

In Strategic

Cognitive Instruction in the Content Areas, the

editors address the need for teachers to include in their planning
applicable research findings:
That is, if there is convincing evidence that performance
can be modified by explicit strategy instruction, then, as
teachers, we would want to include this instruction in our
lesson plans.111
In their investigation of effective educational practices, Bickel and
Bickel found a codified knowledge base which is germane to any instruc¬
tional setting.

This knowledge base should have a direct effect on the

programming for marginal students.

The significance of this investiga¬

tion is in its challenge to the historical and functional separateness
that often exists between mainstreamed and pull-out programs.

112

Specifically, in their review-of-reviews on effective instruction and
organization for instruction, the following emerged across the reviews:
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• Give many details and redundant instructions when presenting new concepts;
• Give ample guided practice with frequent reviews of student progress;
• Check for understanding and review previous material;
§ Provide feedback often and with meaningful detail;
* timeC113e th<? learning Process and the management of
It is important to note that teaching practices are effective with a
variety of students.

In a traditional class of 25 to 30 students

between 9 and 13 will exhibit behavior that interferes with their learn¬
ing.

As time in school goes on, matters get worse.114

Biklen, in his

investigation of practices to achieve the complete school, lists 29
factors which promote effective schools and therefore effective teach11C

ing.1

A summary of those factors which fall into the instructional

component include:
• Organize learning activities into sequential and logical
components;
• Provide feedback and monitoring of students' progress
and work;
t

Maintain high expectations for student participation;

• Manage time for maximum instructional time;
• Groups should be heterogeneously grouped for instruc¬
tion and difference welcomed.
In their analysis of school renewal, Sinclair and Ghory argue that it is
by focusing on the plight of the marginal student that we will achieve
excellence in education.

In their chapter on classroom responses to the

marginal student, Sinclair and Ghory identified that at the instructional
level the teacher has considerable influence over the degree of change
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possible.

According to Sinclair and Ghory, the following adjustments to

the learning environment can be made:
• Instructional grouping in a flexible manner is a way to
provide multiple opportunities and formats for learning
* C^TTCulum organization, learning objectives need to be
wel defined and sequenced, thus providing for checking
of learning and providing feedback. Teachers need to
move away from the instructional paradigm which demands
presenting information to the total class, little explana¬
tion of cognitive tasks, use of the same repetitive prac¬
tice materials, and evaluation which accepts one correct
answer.
• Curriculum evaluation should be used in a formative way
to provide direction for the adjustment of instructional
practices, not in a summative way to determine grades.
• Teacher expectations are communicated in a variety of
ways, including task environment, grouping practices,
motivational strategies, locus of responsibility for
learning, feedback and evaluation practices, and quality
of teacher relationships.
• Nonschool settings must be taken into account and cur¬
riculum adapted to make the connections with other agen¬
cies, individuals, experiences, and out-of-school educa¬
tive environments. H6
The primary job of a teacher is to provide a teaching environment that
will maximize the learning of all students in the class.

In their

research, Zigmond, et al. researched significant variables that effect
adolescent learning.

The research was carried out in mainstream second¬

ary settings and is applicable to special education populations as well.
Their research suggests that certain elements in the teaching process
are related to student learning.

These elements are grouped into three

categories as follows:
• Maximizing the time for student learning is seen as active
engaged time where very little time is afforded to noncurricular activities and students are actively involved
in the learning activities.
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• Interaction with students should be used
agnostic tool to identify level of student comprehen¬
sion due to the need for constant adjustments in
instruction. The interactions should be of an academic
nature using direct" talk, questioning, and feedback.
• Structuring lessons through clear and ordered presenta¬
tion of information, a sequence to mastery of informa¬
tion, is provided. Explicit lesson structure provides
an organizational framework for students.
Legal, monetary, and social pressures are all increasing the likelihood
that learning disabled, mildly mentally retarded, and mildly emotionally
disturbed children will increasingly be found in regular classrooms for
their academic education.

Barbara Larrivee, in her seven-year longi¬

tudinal study, found the profile of teachers successful with mainstreamed
students is remarkedly similar to that of the overall effective
teacher.

Larrivee found the following groups of characteristics to be

behaviors of effective teachers:

Questioning Style, Classroom Climate,

Individualization, Classroom Management, Academic Learning Time, Teaching
Style, and Opinion and Attitudinal Variables.

A closer look at the

characteristics that fall within the effective instructional practices
category shows the following:
• Questioning: Positive feedback, sustaining feedback, con¬
tent questions, low-order questions
• Individualization: Ad hoc grouping, instructional
appropriateness, attention to individual needs
t

Academic Learning Time: Easy-difficult level, engagement
time, academic learning time

• Teaching Style: Teacher flexibility, lesson structure,
clarity, academic feedback, active involvement
In his description of a model of the teaching-learning process to be
used with learning disabled students, Graham gives a composite profile
of these students:

They can be characterized as having severe and qeneral
academic difficulties and may fail to profit adequately
from nonspeciall zed instructional programs. Terms such as
inattentive, uninvolved, passive, distractible, anxious
and impulsive are used to describe much of their behavior
during instructional activities. They are easily frus¬
trated, unwilling to attempt new tasks, pessimistic about
their capabilities, lacking persistence, and overreliant on
teacher assistance. Their social interaction with the
teachers and other students are likely to be difficult and
less desirable, and they have a tendency to alienate others
These youngsters often fail to use effective or efficient
learning strategies spontaneously, and they may have dif¬
ficulty in both initial acquisition and later application
of new skills. Finally, an individual student classified
as learning disabled may exhibit all or a select constella¬
tion of these characteristics.
Beyond providing a description of students with learning problems,
Graham also provides a model for a teaching-learning process that i
effective with these students.

Within this model, he identifies

instructional activities that can be used to maximize effectiveness
These include, but are not limited to:
• Provide students with a proper orientation by telling
the purpose, content, and structure of the lesson and how
mastery will be determined.
t Review pertinent information and provide advanced organiz¬
ers and summaries to activate students' prior knowledge.
• Describe and model the skill to be learned and the
rationale for its use.
• Allow the student to practice the newly-introduced skill
first under supervised conditions and then independently.
• Direct the search for information through behavioral
objectives, questions, cues, overt signals, etcetera.
• Actively monitor the teaching-learning process keeping
students alert and accountable.
• Provide prompts, feedback, reinforcement, and/or praise
when appropriate.
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• Circumvent processing demands by limiting unit size
output"modes^ll9e COmpetition- a"d cha"9i"9 input and
The results of these and other investigations into effective teach¬
ing practices indicate that teaching involves more than either showing or
telling.

Beyond the memorization, which showing and telling tend to

illicit, learning depends on other conditions such as understanding,
appreciation, comprehension, realization, etcetera.

To establish these

conditions, teachers must give reasons, explanations, justifications, and
support what is being offered to learn.
they are part of wholes.

Facts seldom exist in isolation;

Thus from a pedagogical point of view, the

relationship and contextual aspect of facts and skills often turn out to
be fully as significant as the facts themselves.120

It is the utiliza¬

tion of these teaching practices, by the regular classroom teacher, that
the literature is advocating.
As more and more marginal children have been pulled out of the
mainstream for services, regular education has not been asked to effec¬
tively work with these students.

Thus, regular education teachers have

not had to develop a repertoire of the effective teaching practices neces¬
sary to be successful in heterogeneous classes.

In her report to the

Secretary of Education, Madeleine Will states:
The challenge is to take what we have learned from the special
programs and begin to transfer this knowledge to the regular
education classroom. This challenge is not only to transfer
knowledge, it is also to form a partnership between regular
education and the special programs and the blending of the
intrinsic strengths of both systems.
The challenge comes at an opportune time. We see today a new
confidence on the part of many regular and special program
educators that children with learning problems can be effec¬
tively served in the regular education classroom
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Presented in Table 2.1 and Table 2.2 are suggested methods of effec
tive instruction for adolescents in mainstreamed settings.

They have

been summarized from the literature reviewed in this chapter, from
Alternative Teaching Strategies.122 from the work of Laurie, et al.,
entitled "Teaching Secondary Learning Disabled Students in the
Mai nstream.

TABLE 2.1
INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES FOR ACCOMMODATING
MARGINAL STUDENTS IN THE MAINSTREAM

A.

Increase Attentiveness:
• Break tasks into small, manageable units
• Instructions must be short, clear, and checked for understand¬
ing
• Provide student with self-checklist
• Highlight significant characteristics of the activity
• Make periodic checks of student progress
• Review all steps of the task with student
• Have student repeat directions, instructions, and questions
before going on

B.

Increase Involvement:
• Make material relevant to student interest
• Allow student to choose activities to achieve educational
objectives
• Encourage student responses with positive comments
• Introduce risk taking and challenge activities
• Provide cooperative learning experiences
• Probe to determine understanding

C.

Decrease Dependency:
• Provide precise, short, accomplishable tasks
• Break down assignments with clear tasks
0

Emphasis on process rather than product
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TABLE 2.l--Continued

• Allow for independent projects that are of personal
interest
to the student
• Help student identify and practice alternative approaches in
structured setting
• Initiate peer cooperative activities
D. Decrease Impatience:
• Do not accept sloppy, disorganized, incomplete work;
allow student additional time to complete work properly with
full credit
• Deemphasize product; emphasize process
• Provide short assignments to show the relationship between
directions and completion of tasks
• Give students extra credit for reviewing work and finding
errors
E. Decrease Achievement Anxiety:
• Teacher/student communication prior to assignment or test
to assure student of their competence in the subject
0

Allow for alternative assessment procedures, environments,
and time restraints

0

Encourage an environment of questioning and exploration

0

Allow students the ability to predict or control outcomes

F. Increasing Feelings of Internal Control:
0

Have student participate in program planning

0

Relate student accomplishments to efforts; and lack of
accomplishments to lack of effort

0

Have student choose learning or evaluation activity
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TABLE 2.1—Continued

G. Increasing on Task Discussion:
• Make class expectations and responsibilities for talk clear
and consistent
• Ask the student to explain further how what they are sayinq
relates to the question or discussion
• Have student repeat the question or idea they are responding
to prior to their discussing it
H. Decreasing Defiance:
§ Develop, detail, and discuss a consistent set of expectations
and responsibilities
9

Establish personal contact with students that is not a conse¬
quence of a negative interaction

# Avoid power struggles and confrontations in class environ¬
ments

I.

J.

9

Provide alternative ways out to end defiance

9

Provide an environment with structure and predictability

Decreasing Restlessness:
9

Begin with short work segments which gradually increase as the
student demonstrates improvement

9

Learning activities that redirect or use the student's
energies

9

Provide periodic checks of students' progress and understanding

9

Use multi sensory input of information and provide for multi¬
dimensional output

Increase Organization:
9

Structure activities to include adequate time for practice

9

Aid students by providing classification systems

TABLE 2.l--Continued

• Provide a sequence to complete task or organize information
(outline, objectives, diagrams, etc.)
• Break down assignments and information, with adequate time
provided to complete task prior to beginning next step
• Provide specific timeline for task completion
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CHAPTER

3

RESEARCH AND DESIGN PROCEDURES

The third chapter will present the design of the study.

Included

in this chapter are descriptions of the sample, the instruments, as well
as the procedures used to collect the data.

Also described are the

methods used to organize and analyze the data collected to answer each
of the three research questions.

Sample Selection

The participants of this study include a selected group of seven
high school students, all of whom have been identified as marginal to the
school environment, and fourteen regular classroom academic subject
teachers.

The participants were from a suburban, predominantly white,

college preparatory high school in Western Massachusetts.

The high

school has an enrollment between 900 and 1,000 students in grades 10
through 12.

The school is described as one which is highly academic

with between 75-85% of its graduates continuing with post secondary edu¬
cation.

This particular site was chosen due to the traditional neglect

of the suburban high school toward marginal students.

Another criteria

for the selection of this specific site was the inclusion in its
services of a resource program which fosters the servicing of marginal
students in mainstreamed settings and which includes procedures for
documentation of students' progress in those settings.
62
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The researcher obtained permission to conduct the present study
initially from the Administrator of Secondary Education by discussing
with him the purpose of the study as well as the procedures.

The

researcher next went to the school's Principal to gain her approval and
the approval of the Director of Pupil Personnel Services.

A draft copy

of the dissertation proposal was left with each administrator for their
perusal.

With the approval of all three administrators, the researcher

was then required to submit a proposal to the Superintendent of Schools,
for School Committee approval.

The School Committee and the administra¬

tors were all supportive, encouraging, and interested in having the
study conducted.
After permission was secured from the necessary administrators, the
researcher met with the special education resource staff to explain the
general nature of the study and to secure their cooperation.
resource staff was supportive and enthusiastic.

The

It was agreed that over

an eight-week period the resource staff would, as part of their regular
classroom observation responsibilities, observe the student and teacher
interaction for those students and teachers selected for the study.
Resource staff would also disseminate student profile sheets to the
classroom teachers.

It was also agreed that the resource staff would

participate in a two-session training program.
The researcher purposefully kept all conversations regarding the
study very general.

Resource staff members were given only specific

information regarding their responsibilities.

The regular operations

of this particular resource program lent itself well to the study.

The

classroom observations made by the resource staff were done in random
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fashion.
tions.

That is, there was no preliminary scheduling for the observa¬
Also, the specific focus of the observations were not generally

discussed with the teachers.

Thus, the intrusiveness of the observers

in the environment was kept to a minimum, thereby reducing the reactive¬
ness to a minimum.*

This would help to insure the observer could record

as typical a classroom interaction as possible.
A total of seven students were selected to participate in the study.
All students selected had been identified as needing special educational
services to succeed in the public schools.
through the Team Evaluation Process.

This determination was made

The Team Evaluation Process is a

formalized structure whereby the educational institution conducts an
evaluation to determine the most effective and efficient methods of
instructing a referred student in the least restrictive environment.
Table 3.1 identifies the formal structure of the Team Evaluation Process.
The major outcome of the Team Evaluation Conference is the Individualized
Education Plan (IEP).

The IEP is a working document which includes:

a

student profile, current performance levels, general student-centered
goals, specific student-centered objectives, teaching approaches and
methodologies, specialized equipment and materials, monitoring and evalu¬
ation techniques, and a special education service delivery plan.^

Two

major components of the Individualized Education Plan, the current
performance level and teaching approaches, were used extensively in the
development of the student profiles for this study.

Student selection

also took into consideration diversity of mainstreamed courses and
diversity of student grade level.
in grade levels as follows:

The students selected were enrolled

two students in 10th grade, two students in
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TABLE 3.1
TEAM EVALUATION PROCESS

--—

STRUCTURE

FUNCTION

To identify students in
PRE-REFERRAL

EVALUATION

Assessment of student

need of educational

learning ability in

intervention

the regular classroom
Assessment of teaching
strategies implemented
in the regular class

REFERRAL

To determine the

Parent information and

eligibility of the

consent

student for special
services

Approval by school
administrator

To determine an appro¬

Plans written in objec¬

EVALUATION

priate and least

tified, measurable,

TEAM MEETING

restrictive individual

behavioral terms

education plan

To determine the effec¬

Evaluation Team

QUARTERLY

tiveness and appropri¬

AND ANNUAL

ateness of the IEP.

Administrator Approval

REVIEWS

To change, modify or

Parent Consent

discontinue

Approval
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llth grade, and three students in 12th grade.

This selection also pro¬

vided the researcher with the greatest diversity in both teaching personnel and academic disciplines.
A total of fourteen teachers participated in the study.

The

teachers' participation was as a result of having the selected students
in their classes.

Table 3.2 shows the distribution of students and

teachers, the grade levels, and the identification codes assigned to
each.

Throughout the remainder of the study, students and teachers are

referred to by their identification codes.
represented seven distinct disciplines:

The participating teachers

three English teachers, two

Mathematics teachers, two Social Studies teachers, two Science teachers,
two Industrial Arts teachers, two Business Education teachers, and one
Home Economics teacher.

The combination of students, specific instruc¬

tional adaptations, and teachers being observed over an eight-week
period provided the researcher a total of 246 distinct class observa¬
tions.

Instrumentation
Two instruments were exclusively used in this study:
Profile Sheet and the Classroom Observation Sheet.

The Student

Both of these

instruments were developed by the researcher as a method to record and
disseminate data.

The Student Profile was used in two ways:

(1) to

record information about a specific student as identified by the Team
Evaluation Meeting; and (2) to disseminate recorded information to
teachers who had been members of that team.

The Classroom Observation
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TABLE 3.2
STUDENT-TEACHER MATRIX

---

TEACHER

STUDENTS (GRADE LEVELS)
AA(ll)

BB(ll)

CC(10)

DD(12)

EE(12)

FF(12)

GG(10)

Z-l

X

X

Y-2

X

X

X-3
W-4

X
X

, V-5

X

U-6
T-7

X
X

S-8

X

R-9
Q-10

X

X

X

P-11

X

0-12

X

N-13
M-14

X
X
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Sheet was used to collect data pertaining to each teacher's Menta¬
tion of the instructional adaptations required by the Tea. Evaluation
Process.
Student Profile Sheet.
The Student Profile Sheet was developed by the researcher and the
school resource staff as a practical and efficient method for dissemi¬
nating educationally relevant information to the regular teaching staff
to improve the marginal student's learning.

The information contained

in the Profiles was taken directly from the data presented at each
student s Team Evaluation Conference.
Regular education staffs' knowledge of the information presented
at Team Meetings and in a student's Individualized Education Plan is
somewhat limited.

Although regular education teachers are required, to

a greater or lesser extent, to participate in the special education
process, their use of the Individualized Education Plan is limited.^
At the research site in which this study was conducted, the dissemina¬
tion of findings from Team Evaluation Conferences and Individualized
Education Plans was minimal, with one exception.

Teachers are asked to

be present at student conferences and to provide a Regular Education
Assessment routinely as part of the special education process within the
participants' school.
detailed.^

The feedback of information to teachers was not

It was the experience of the resource staff that teachers,

in the research school, commanded little information regarding effective
instructional practices for special needs students.
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The Student Profile Sheet that was designed for this study to pro¬
vide information feedback included five categories of information as
follows (see Appendix A for sample):
1.

General Classroom Expectations

2.

Academic Strengths

3.

Academic Weaknesses

4.

Instructional Adaptations

5.

Things to Remember

The process used to develop the Student Profile Sheet can be sum¬
marized in the following steps:
Analysis of Team Evaluation Conferences.

The researcher

reviewed the special education records of students assigned to the
resource center at the research high school.
reviewed included:

The documents which were

the students' Individualized Education Plans, the

notes of the Team Evaluation Meetings, the regular education teachers'
assessments, the psychological assessments as they related to academics
and learning, all specialists' assessments that related to academic
development, and other standardized educational assessments.

The infor¬

mation obtained from the review of records provided the researcher with
information regarding each students' academic strengths and weaknesses
as determined by classroom teachers, standardized assessments, and
specialists.
sheets.

This information was included directly in the profile

In addition, the instructional adaptations which were deemed

necessary for each of the identified marginal students to learn success¬
fully was also gleaned from the sources identified.

However, the two

instructional adaptations which were finally selected for each student
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went through the additional screening process described below.
2.

Review of the Literature.

The two instructional adaptations

which were included in each student's profile were determined through
the analysis procedure described above and through a selected review of
the effective practices for teaching mainstreamed adolescents litera¬
ture (see Chapter 2).

Each student's profile was compared to literature

analysis of effective practices for students exhibiting similar behaviors.
These instructional practices were then listed and compared to the prac¬
tices and methodology recommended in the student's Individualized
Education Plan.

The instructional practices which were identified in

both analysis were included in the profile.

If both the Team Evaluation

Process and literature review occurred on more than two necessary
adaptations, the first two priority areas identified by the Team
Evaluation Process were chosen.

There was not a single case in which

the researcher was not able to find concurrence in the two sets of recom¬
mendations.
The researcher chose to include in the study the students' current
performance levels as well as appropriate teaching approaches and
methodologies which most closely incorporated the findings and recom¬
mendations of regular teaching staffs.

It was important that the infor¬

mation chosen to be included had been, or should have been, derived
through consensus of the students' teachers, parents, school administra¬
tor, and in most cases the students themselves during the Team Evaluation
Meetings.

As has been pointed out by Smith,5 Hately,5 Howell and

Rutherford,^ and Dealchange is not brought about or mandated from the
outside easily; internal change initiatives seem to succeed more often.
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Organizational changes need to be rooted in the collective conversations
held among all involved.

Research finds that potentially powerful

reforms failed simply because they required that teachers transcend many
of the most firmly established conventions and regularities of the class¬
room.9

The structure of schools, as described by Parish and Aquila, is

a loosely coupled system in which the individuals have a high degree of
freedom in carrying out their everyday responsibilities.10

In this type

of loosely coupled system, it is difficult to activate support for
implementing changes from outside of the system.

Due to this, the

researcher chose a system which utilizes the consensus of groups and the
maintenance of the loosely coupled systems in an effort to obtain
mutually identified goals, which will aid in the implementation of recom¬
mendations.
Classroom Observation Sheet
The researcher developed a simple interval recording sheet for the
observers to record their observations.

The observation period was

defined initially by the class period of 44 minutes.

The observation

period was divided into six segments of seven minutes each.

The observa¬

tions would begin two minutes after the period began (delineated by the
school bell schedule).
The observation sheet was a matrix of actual teacher activities
during seven-minute intervals and the two specific behavioral observa¬
tions identified in the student's individual profile sheet (see
Appendix B for sample observation sheet).

During the seven-minute time

sample, the observer was to record in the appropriate space the teacher
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activity during the seven-minute time frame.

They then recorded a »+»

if the activity matched the instructional procedure specified, or a
if the activity did not match the procedure specified.

The only other

code used was "NA" if the activity during the interval was not that of a
teaching/learning activity which could be effectively implemented using
the specified procedures.
The use-of an interval time-sample recording was chosen due to the
fact that the behaviors being investigated were not clearly discrete.
In instances where behaviors are not discrete, interval time-sampling
recording provides the clearest data.11

The sample presence or absence

of a specified behavior in an interval is scored.

The researcher used

partial-interval time-sampling as the precise method for recording
behaviors.

In partial-interval time-sampling, the behavior is recorded

as observed if the behavior is exhibited during any part of the interval.
This measure tends to overestimate the occurrence of the behavior due to
its counting the behavior even when it is exhibited for only part of the
interval.

The purpose of this study was to determine if teachers imple¬

ment instructional adaptations; thus, the researcher believed that a
slight overestimation would be more indicative of behavioral change.

Data Collection
In addition to the collection of information for the student pro¬
file as described above, the study also collected data relating to the
implementation of instructional adaptations.
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Observer Training
The utilization of the paraprofessional resource staff to conduct
the observation and recording was decided upon due to their previous
training and the unobtrusiveness of their presence in the regular class¬
room environments.

The three paraprofessionals, as part of their respon¬

sibilities in the resource program, participated in the observation and
recording of student behavior in the regular education environment.

The

head-teacher of the resource program provided the researcher data indi¬
cating the inter-rater reliability of their observational recording to be
high.

The exact figures were not available, but the head-teacher was

definite that their reliability coefficient was above the 85th percentile.
Prior to conducting field observations, the three observers were
trained to use the Classroom Observation Sheet designed by the
researcher for this study.

The training included two thirty-minute

classroom sessions and two pre-baseline observation sessions in the
natural setting.

During the first classroom session, the observers were

given an orientation, which included a discussion of the use of "tunnel
vision" when observing for specific behaviors; the need for confiden¬
tiality for subjects, students, and the hypothesis of the study; and
familiarization with the forms and behaviors.
were limited to "+",
system was necessary.

Since coding procedures

and "NA", no direct orientation to the coding
After the initial orientation, the observers were

given seven Classroom Observation forms and asked to code them according
to the behaviors the researcher was going to model.
modeled teaching a lesson for five minutes.

The researcher

During that time, the
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observers were to describe the researcher's behavior and code if that
behavior was indicative of the instructional adaptation on the Classroom
Observation form.

Evaluation and feedback were given to each observer

based on their responses.

The second training session followed this

same format with the researcher modeling the fourteen instructional
behaviors which were to be observed.

A total of thirty-five observations

were coded in this manner and the observers reached a criterion of at
least .80 inter-observer agreement.

Observers were then assigned to

direct observations in natural settings.
is presented in Table 3.3.

The inter-observer agreement

Reliability estimates were calculated by

dividing the number of intervals of agreement between observers by agree¬
ments plus disagreements and then multiplying by 100.

Reliability checks

were conducted throughout the study and attained an average reliability
coefficient of 86 throughout the study.
Procedures for Collecting Data
The data collection procedures to address Research Objectives
#1 and #2:
• To define for a select group of marginal students, at the
high school targeted for inclusion in the study, their
learning deficiences as well as their learning
strengths
• To define the instructional adaptations which are likely
to overcome the identified student learning deficiencies
while taking advantage of their strengths
have been described earlier in this chapter.

The analysis of Team
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Evaluation documents and the current literature review will be the major
process followed.

The data will be reported and disseminated through

the Student Profile Sheets which will be compiled by the researcher.
The procedure for collection of data pertinent to Research
Objective #3:
• To determine the extent to which regular high school sub¬
ject area teachers change their instructional procedures to
implement prescribed instructional adaptations as identi¬
fied by Special Education Teams
was as follows.

During the first month of the study, the researcher and

the resource staff at the target site developed an observation schedule
based on the student/teacher matrix (see Table 3.2).

The schedule

arranged for each student/teacher dyad to be observed once a week for
eight weeks.

The schedule had to be revised almost daily due to teacher

or student absences or other circumstances which prohibited observation
of the dyad.

Also, during the first month, baseline observations

began.
The observational data were collected using the Classroom Observa¬
tion Sheets.
dent.

Each observation sheet was developed for a specific stu¬

It included the instructional adaptation necessary for the stu¬

dent's success in the mainstreamed classroom, as determined by the
procedures outlined.
intervals.

It also broke the classroom period into six

Each interval was of seven-minute duration.

The observers

were to score each interval with a "+" if at any time during the interval
the required behavior was observed.

If the behavior was not observed at

any time during the interval, the observer was to record a

If
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during the interval period the dynamics of the class were not teaching/
learning focused, the observer was to record a "HA".

The observers

were also required to write a brief description of the teaching proce¬
dure during each interval.

The researcher collected the observation

sheets after each classroom observation.

Any questions by the observers

as to scoring were scored as "NA" to preserve the integrity of the
data.
Baseline observations were completed by the middle of the second
month.

During the second month, the regular classroom teachers were

given the Student Profile Sheets.

Observation 4 was conducted within one

day after the teacher was given the Student Profile Sheet.

When the

Student Profile Sheet was given to the classroom teacher by the resource
staff, it was discussed in the following manner.

The Student Profile

Sheet was described as a new procedure being tried by the resource pro¬
gram to provide teachers with more relevant information regarding mar¬
ginal students in their class.

It was clearly stated that the informa¬

tion on the Student Profile Sheet was obtained from teacher and
specialist assessments presented at Team Evaluation Meetings.

In two

instances, the teachers the students now had were not part of the
Evaluation Team.

With these teachers, the resource staff explained that

this data was determined by both special education and regular education
personnel.

Each teacher was asked to read the sheet and ask any ques¬

tions of the resource staff.

The resource staff asked if there was any

part of the profile sheet which the teacher did not think they could
implement.

Each teacher responded positively to the concept of the

Student Profile Sheet and the suggestions contained within.
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During the course of the study, one teacher being observed left
school on a medical leave, one student was removed from the resource
program, and one student was out of school for a two-week period due to
illness.

All data was gathered by the last week in the fourth month of

the study.

Table 3.4 shows the data acquisition procedures used in

this study.
Data Presentation
The analysis and interpretation of teacher's implementation of
recommended instructional adaptations is the subject of the next chapter
The data is presented in three parts.
profiles are presented and analyzed.

First, the individual student
Second, the observational data is

graphically presented to indicate both the direction of teacher's
sentiment and the direction of change in their implementation of
instructional adaptations.

Third, the observational data is presented

using statistical techniques to determine significance between baseline,
treatment, and follow-up observation periods.
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TABLE 3.4
DATA ACQUISITION PROCEDURES

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE #1
_ l. 1° determine for a select group of marginal students,
high
loa • at . the
r.. . - .school targeted for inclusion in the study
their
learning deficiencies as well as their learning strengths
1.1.

Secure permission for research at target high school
Secure cooperation of resource staff
1.3
Select students for inclusion in study
1.4
Review individual student's Team Evaluation Documents
i.b.l Regular education teacher assessments
1.5.2 Psychologist report
1.5.3 Special education specialist assessment
1.5.4 Standardized assessments
1.5.5 Individualized Education Plans
1.6
Analyze assessment information for student's strengths and weak¬
nesses
1.6.1 Record strengths and weaknesses for each student
RESEARCH OBJECTIVE #2: To define the instructional adaptations which are
likely to overcome the identified student learning deficiencies while
taking advantage of their strengths.
2.1

Review individual student's Team Evaluation Documents for recom¬
mended instructional adaptations
2.1.1 Record recommended student adaptations with identified student
strengths and weaknesses
2.2
Review literature on strategies for effective instruction
2.2.1 List instructional adaptation by student behavior category
2.3
Cross reference IEP instructional adaptation recommendations with
literature recommendations
2.4
Develop student profiles
RESEARCH OBJECTIVE #3: To determine the extent to which regular high
school subject area teachers change their instructional procedures to
implement prescribed instructional adaptations as identified by Special
Education Teams.
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.3
3.4

Develop classroom observation sheets
Train resource staff in observational techniques
Develop classroom observation schedule
Baseline observations (first three weeks)
Disseminate student profile sheets to regular classroom teachers

TABLE 3.4--Continued
3.5
3.6
3.6.1
3.6.2
3.6.3

Treatment and follow-up observations
Analyze observational data
Report descriptive analysis of student profile data
Provide graphic analysis of implementation data
Analyze data using descriptive statistical methods

CHAPTER

4

ANALYSIS AND interpretaiton

This chapter reports, analyzes, and interprets the data collected
about teachers' implementation of instructional adaptations in a suburban
high school.

The data collected consists of observations of teachers’

observed implementation behavior of instructional adaptations which has
been identified in students' profiles.

Procedures used to analyze the

data resulted in both graphic representation of individual teacher's
behaviors and descriptive information regarding the group behavior.

The

research objectives were addressed by examination of the graphic descrip¬
tions, and, where appropriate, through significance testing of the data.
The three research objectives were:
Research Objective #1:

To define for a select group of mar¬

ginal students, at the high school targeted for inclusion
in the study, their learning deficiencies as well as
their learning strengths.
Research Objective -2:

To define the instructional adapta¬

tions which are likely to overcome the identified stu¬
dent learning deficiencies, while taking advantage of
their strengths.
Research Objective =3:

To determine the extent to which

regular high school subject area teachers change their
instructional procedures to implement prescribed
instructional adaptions as identified by special educa¬
tion teams.
81
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It is important before presenting the research results to note that
the findings of exploratory research such as this are tenuous and must be
treated as such.

The dual purpose of exploratory research such as this

are to identify potential areas for further investigation and to begin
the investigation of implementing effective conditions for learning for
all students.

An inquiry of this nature into meeting the learning needs

of marginal students requires follow-up research on many fronts before
any of the findings of this study can be considered more than tentative.
Nevertheless, the present study provides information regarding the
implementation of instructional practices that can be of use to both
educational practitioners and teacher trainers to better understand the
dynamics of effective learning conditions for marginal students.
The data to accomplish Research Objectives #1 and #2 is found in
the student profiles (Figures 4.1 through 4.7).

The data, as reported

earlier, was compiled from assessment information from each student's
Team Evaluation Meeting.

The strengths and weaknesses, components of

the student profiles, indicate that the sample group of marginal stu¬
dents is a heterogeneous group of students based on their diverse aca¬
demic characteristics.

These students exhibit a myriad of achievement

levels, motivational levels, degrees of cognitive flexibility, as well
as learning and study strategies.

This complexity of individual student

character!’stics has traditionally, and in the case of this school, led
to the stratification of a school organization.

At the secondary level,

this stratification is seen in ability grouping, compensatory education,
or pull-out education programs.

Thus, from an analysis of the student

profiles, we find that students in this study are indeed a heterogeneous
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STUDENT PROFILE FOR:

Student AA

expected to:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Arrive to class on
Be prepared with a
ment, notebook, and
Listen, take notes,
Complete in and out
Behave so as not to

Specific characteristics of
STRENGTHS:
+Visual-Auditory Learning
+Reading comprehension for factual learning
+Rote memory for factual information
WEAKNESSES:
-Ability to synthesize information is poor. The student gets cauqht
up in details to the neglect of other information.
-Cognitive flexibility; the student has difficulty in chanoinq think¬
ing modes.
-Poor attention span, impulsive behavior, and low frustration level
interfere with learning.
INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS:
*Material should be presented in visual format with auditory backup.
The visuals should be in the form of charts, diagrams, pictures,
etc., that will help to bring individual facts and concepts together.
*The student needs formative reviews where material is gone over and
put into larger picture perspective. The use of probing questions
to check understanding and to help in processing and sequencing of
information is helpful. Highlight significant changes in activities
and thinking patterns.
Things to remember:
• State daily learning objectives clearly.
• Expectations should be kept high but at the student's
level.
• Be firm and encouraging for student to take academic risks.
• Provide feedback for incorrect as well as correct responses.

Figure 4.1.

Student Profile:

Student AA.
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STUDENT PROFILE FOR:

Student BB

exiected^3 reCeivin9 services th™ugh the CLC (B-l) program are

.

1
2.
3.
4.
5.

Arrive to class on time.
Be prepared with a positive attitude, writing imple¬
ment, notebook, and other material as needed.
Listen, take notes, and participate in class!
Complete in and out of class assignments.
Behave so as not to disrupt the learning environment.

Specific characteristics of the above-named student include:
STRENGTHS:
-J-Written expression of ideas and knowledge with good use of language
+Verbal reasoning and comprehension
9 9
♦Mathematical concepts and calculations are on grade level
WEAKNESSES:
-Difficulty shutting out inappropriate information and organizing
information for easy recall
-Independent study skills are weak and need external structure
-Inability to use verbal reasoning and writing skills is due to multi¬
stimulus integration inefficiency
INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS:
*Additional time will be required for the student to complete reading
and writing assignments. Cues to help the student organize and cate¬
gorize information is necessary for effective and efficient comple¬
tion of work.
*Material should be presented in many short, structured units with
frequent checks of the student's understanding of information and
the relationship between concepts. The student's understanding of
directions and requirements should be assessed through his/her
ability to articulate process and procedures to use.
Things to remember:
• State daily learning objectives clearly.
• Expectations should be kept high but at the student's
level.
• Be firm and encouraging for student to take academic risks.
• Provide feedback for incorrect as well as correct responses.
—

Figure 4.2.

Student Profile:

Student BB.
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STUDENT PROFILE FOR:

Student CC

exJected6to: reCeiving services throught the CLC (B-l) program are
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Arrive to class on time.
Be prepared with a positive attitude, writing imple¬
ment, notebook, and other material as needed.
Listen, take notes, and participate in class.
Complete in and out of class assignments.
Behave so as not to disrupt the learning environment.

Specific characteristics of the above-named student include:
STRENGTHS:
+Verbal skills; strong vocabulary and conceptualization skills
+Abstract reasoning skills; sees the "big picture"
+Written expression; strong paragraph development
WEAKNESSES:
-Organization; planning and sequencing material for written production
and/or learning
-Test anxiety; the student has difficulty understanding what is
required to answer a question, also due to previous poor achievement
in testing situations
-The student is inflexible in his/her approach to tasks
INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS:
*Material should be presented in many short, structured units with
clearly stated learning tasks, reviews, and practice time provided.
A process should be presented to provide the student with a method
to outline, classify, or organize information and assignments.
*The student needs alternative methods for test-taking and demonstrat¬
ing his/her understanding of material. Have the student participate
in determining the alternative procedures he/she will use. On
written and reading assignments, the student will need additional
time to complete the assignments. These assignments should be broken
down into component parts, with specific time lines for the comple¬
tion of each part.
Things to remember:
• State daily learning objectives clearly.
• Expectations should be kept high but at the student's
level.
• Be firm and encouraging for student to take academic risks.
• Provide feedback for incorrect as well as correct responses.
Figure 4.3.

Student Profile:

Student CC.
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STUDENT PROFILE FOR:

Student DD

All students receiving services throuqh the CLC (B-l) program are
expected to:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Arrive to class on time.
Be prepared with a positive attitude, writing imple¬
ment, notebook, and other material as needed.
Listen, take notes, and participate in class!
Complete in and out of class assignments.
Behave so as not to disrupt the learning environment.

Specific characteristics of the above-named student include:
STRENGTHS:
+Processing of auditory material when presented in relatively short
durations
J
+Verbal expression is a relative strength and allows for hiqher-order
thinking skills
WEAKNESSES:
-Visual acuity; seeing small or crowded print, fine detail discrimina¬
tion, distance, using visual cues for analysis
-Written expression; due to multiple recall areas (sequencing, grammar,
organization, word find, etc.), poor eye-hand coordination, and
organizational skill
INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS:
*Use of large print material, tape recording of lecture/reading, use
of enlarging instruments are necessary for the student to function
successfully in class. Provision of an appropriate learning environ¬
ment would include preferential seating, "buddy system" for notetaking
and in-class support, manipulatives, and other non-visual activities.
*Material should be presented in short, wel1-structured and sequential
units. This should include clearly stated objectives and learning
tasks, review and practice time for daily lessons. Extra time will be
necessary for completion of reading and writing assignments. These
assignments should be broken into component parts, with each part hav¬
ing a specific time frame. Component parts should then be developed
into a cohensive whole unit.
Things to remember:
• State daily learning objectives clearly.
• Expectations should be kept high but at the student's
level .
• Be firm and encouraging for student to take academic risks.
• Provide feedback for incorrect as well as correct responses.

Figure 4.4.

Student Profile:

Student DD.
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STUDENT PROFILE FOR:

Student EE

exjectefto: reCeiving services through the CLC (B-l) program are

.

1
2.

3.
4.
5.

Arrive to class on time.
Be prepared with a positive attitude, writing imple¬
ment, notebook, and other material as needed.
Listen, take notes, and participate in class.
Complete in and out of class assignments.
Behave so as not to disrupt the learning environment.

Specific characteristics of the above-named student include:
STRENGTHS:
+EE has begun to use learning and study strategies in an independent
manner; these are most effective when supported.
+EE is motivated to achieve when material presented is related to
his interests and/or experiences.
WEAKNESSES:
-EE is functioning three to four years below grade level in all skill
areas.
-EE lacks good problem solving and attack skills, which at times
results in frustration and impulsive behavior.
INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS:
*Reading material should be at the 9th grade level for independent
work. Directions for assignments must be explicit, with the student
articulating process and procedures to use for completion of the
assignment.
*New material should be presented in short, wel1-structured, sequenced
units with clear objectives, review and practice time. Structure is
necessary in both learning activities and assignments.
Things to remember:
• State daily learning objectives clearly.
• Expectations should be kept high but at the student's
level.
• Be firm and encouraging for student to take academic risks.
• Provide feedback for incorrect as well as correct responses.

Figure 4.5.

Student Profile:

Student EE.
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STUDENT PROFILE FOR:

Student FF

All students receiving services through the CLC (B-l) proqram are
expected to:
H y
a e

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Arrive to class on time.
Be prepared with a positive attitude, writing imple¬
ment, notebook, and other material as needed.
Listen, take notes, and participate in class.
Complete in and out of class assignments.
Behave so as not to disrupt the learning environment,

Specific characteristics of the above-named student include
STRENGTHS:
+Strong memory for facts and concepts
+Application of higher-order thinking skills
+High academic achievement levels (on standardized tests)
+Transference of knowledge and skills
WEAKNESSES:
-Verbal and written expression due to poor organization and study
skills
-Motivation for achievement is erratic, initiative to begin work is
poor
INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS:
*Allow additional time for written assignments. The assignments should
be broken down into component parts, with specific time lines for the
completion of each part. The student will need a sequence of steps to
help organize his/her work.
*Provide alternative activities to assess learning. Have the student
participate in choosing these alternatives. The alternative activi¬
ties could consist of projects, demonstrations, and discussions.
Things to remember:
• State daily learning objectives clearly.
• Expectations should be kept high but at the student's
level.
• Be firm and encouraging for student to take academic risks.
• Provide feedback for incorrect as well as correct responses.

Figure 4.6.

Student Profile:

Student FF.
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STUDENT PROFILE FOR:

Student GG

All students receiving services through the CLC (B-l) proqram are
expected to:
; H y
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Arrive to class on time.
Be prepared with a positive attitude, writing imple¬
ment, notebook, and other material as needed.
Listen, take notes, and participate in class.
Complete in and out of class assignments.
Behave so as not to disrupt the learning environment.

Specific characteristics of the above-named student include:
STRENGTHS:
+GG's past grades reflect good effort and comprehension of material
at the basic level with support.
WEAKNESSES:
-Rarely participates in class discussions
-Does not seek the classroom teacher's help when material or direc¬
tions are not clear
-Poor organizational and problem-solving skills
INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS:
*Provide multiple, short-learning periods with built-in time for
review, restatement of objectives, and practice. Take-home assign¬
ments should be divided into specific sequenced tasks which lead to
a completed whole.
*Break down complex assignments giving a specific procedure to follow.
Check the student's understanding by having him/her repeat directions
and procedures to follow.
Things to remember:
• State daily learning objectives clearly.
• Expectations should be kept high but at the student's
level.
• Be firm and encouraging for student to take academic risks.
• Provide feedback for incorrect as well as correct responses.

Figure 4.7.

Student Profile:

Student GG.
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group whose one common characteristic is their marginal status, as evi¬
denced by their identification as needing special services.
One would expect that the recommendations of the Evaluation Teams
for each of these students would produce educational recommendations for
modifications which are as diverse as the students themselves.
not the case however.

This was

Table 4.1 shows a summary of the student profiles.

It indicates that the instructional recommendations for the students was
strikingly similar.

In fact, the instructional adaptations which were

recommended fall into four categories:
1.

Breaking up of the learning unit into small structured
units which can be better understood and remembered.

2.

Provision of organizational cues and prompts for infor¬
mational material and for processes and procedures for
completing assignments.

3.

Provision of additional time for students to complete
assignments and tests.

Included in the additional

time would be specific timelines for the completion
of each component.
4.

Frequent checks of students' understanding of the
material presented, with a provision for review of
previously learned material and practice for new
material.

It is important to note none of these instructional strategies
which have been recommended for marginal students incorporate "special"
teaching pedagogy.

In fact, many of the instructional adaptation recom¬

mendations come from regular classroom teachers using their classroom
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TABLE 4.1
STUDENT PROFILES SUMMARY

STUDENT

STRENGTHS

WEAKNESSES

AA

• Visual-Auditory
learning
• Reading for factual
data
• Rote memory for
facts

• Ability to synthesize
data
• Cognitive flexibility
• Low frustration level

• Material presented in short,
visual format with auditory
backup
• Frequent checks for under¬
standing, with formative
reviews and practice
• Identify changes in activi¬
ties and thinking patterns

• Written expression
of ideas
a Verbal reasoning
• Grade level math
computation skills

• Discrimination between
useful and extraneous
information
a Independent study
skills
a Multi-stimulus inte¬
gration inefficiency

• Short, structured learning
units
• Provide cues and prompts for
organizing information and
assignments
i Provide additional time for
completion of assignments
• Frequent checks of under¬
standing of material and
directions

• Verbal expression
• Abstract reasoning
• Written expression

• Organization of mate¬
rial and knowledge
• Test anxiety
• Cognitive flexibility

• Short, structured learning
units
• Provide organizational cues
for information and assign¬
ments
a Provide alternative methods
of assessing knowledge
a Provide additional time for
completion of assignments

• Processing of
auditory informa¬
tion
• Verbal expression

• Visual acuity
a Written expression

a Large print material, buddy
system, manipulative, other
non-visual activities
a Short, structured learning
units with review of old
material and practice of
new skills
a Provide additional time for
completion of all work

• Beginning to use
learning strategies
• Motivation to
achieve is improved

• All academic areas
are 3-4 years below
grade level
• Problem solving and
attack skills

a Short, well-structured
learning units with review
and practice
a Directions should be clearly
given with student articu¬
lating procedures he/she
will use

\

BB

CC

DD

EE

INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS
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Table 4.1—Continued
STUDENT

FF

GG

STRENGTHS

WEAKNESSES

• Memory for facts and
concepts
• Application of
higher order think¬
ing skills
• High academic
achievement on
standardized testing

• Verbal and written
expression due to
poor organization and
study skills
• Initiative and motiva¬
tion are poor

• Provide additional time to
complete assignment
• Assignments should be broken
into component parts with
organizational cues
• Provide alternative assess¬
ment procedures

• Good effort with
support

• Does not participate
independently in
class
• Does not seek help
when needed
• Poor organization
and problem solving
skills

• Short learning units with
review and practice
• Provide organizational cues
and prompts for information
and assignments
• Frequent checks for stu¬
dent's understanding

INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS
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knowledge and expertise.

The data obtained in achieving Research

Objectives #1 and #2 would suggest that students with diverse strengths
and weaknesses can be taught using similar traditional instructional
strategies in regular classroom settings.
The fact that these instructional adaptations were designed and
accepted by a team consisting of a student's parents, teachers, and
school administrators is very encouraging for the improvement of learn¬
ing for all students.

The analysis of the data from student profiles

indicates that the instructional recommendations identified by these
types of Evaluation Teams concurs with the literature of effective prac¬
tices for teaching mainstreamed students.
\

The analysis of the data from the student profiles also gives sup¬
port to the concept proposed by Assistant Secretary of Education
Madeleine C. Will, commonly known as the Regular Education Initiative,
in that it has credence in practice.

In the seven cases in this study,

as identified by the individual student profiles, the Team Evaluation
Process has identified that the pedagogical practices necessary for
academic success of these students lies within the pragmatic and profes¬
sional expertise of the regular classroom teacher.

Future studies will

be needed to determine if indeed the use of instructional adaptations
in the mainstreamed classroom does improve the learning and decrease
the marginal status of students.
The analysis of the data from the student profiles also seems to
indicate that the Team Evaluation Process, as practiced in this school,
can meet the fundamental concepts of the Massachusetts Special Education
Law.

Specifically, the three fundamental concepts, as identified by the
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Massachusetts Department of Education, Division of Special Education,
in its Final Report, "Implementing Massachusetts' Special Education
Law:

A Statewide Assessment," which seem to be shown as effective are
Each student referred for special education services
must be assessed by a multidisciplinary group of profes¬
sionals using several methods of evaluation.
• An educational program must be developed to meet the
special education needs of each student. This indi^dualized program must taken into account both the
child's weaknesses and strengths and represent an
earnest effort on the part of all participants to pro
vide for both, while removing the child as little as
possible from the mainstream of the regular education
program.
• Parents have the right and the responsibility to be
involved at all points: referral, assessment, planning,
and evaluation. Moreover, they must agree to the indi¬
vidualized educational plan and should changes be made,
consent to them. When children reach the age of fourteen,
they also have the right to help plan their educational
programs.
These three fundamental concepts are implemented to the letter and

intent of the law.

As part of this implementation, the data which is

produced gives the marginal student and the school environment the neces¬
sary programmatic information for the successful progress of these stu¬
dents in the regular education program.

The use of this data in the

regular education environment is the subject of Research Objective #3
(To determine the extent to which regular high school subject area
teachers implement prescribed instructional adaptations as identified by
special education teams).
To determine the extent of the implementation of recommended instruc¬
tional adaptations in the regular program, three approaches were adopted.
First, the percent of actual implementation of instructional adaptations
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during each observation period were compared.

The first approach

determines the differences in implementation of adaptations over time
when the regular education teachers were considered as one group.
Second, the implementation of instructional adaptations over time for
teachers was compared.

The second approach investigates the differences

in implementation when teachers were considered as individuals.

Third,

the difference in sentiment during each week for teachers was compared.
The third approach inquires into the positive or negative sentiments
individual teachers indicate through their implementation behaviors.
Figure 4.8 graphically represents the percentage scores of observed
implementation of recommended instructional adaptations each week for all
regular education teachers.

The graphing of the scores describes the

implementation profile; each phase (baseline, treatment, follow-up),
when analyzed, provides important data.

The baseline data indicates

that the teachers as a group did not, during this phase, use any of the
recommended instructional adaptations with any regularity.
implementation was from 25% to 31%.

The range of

The group of teachers in this study

did not utilize the recommended instructional adaptations with regularity
in their teaching methodology prior to treatment.
Next, the implementation of instructional adaptations was greatest
during the treatment phase of the study.

It was during this phase that

dissemination of student profiles was instituted.

Teachers were able

to implement the instructional methodologies 57% of the time, an increase
of 28% over the baseline period.

Teachers demonstrated the ability to

implement new and educationally appropriate instructional methodologies
to marginal students in a mainstreamed environment.
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Figure 4.8.

Cumulative data for all teachers.
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Last, the follow-up phase showed a decline of 23% from the treatment
phase but an increase of 6% over the baseline phase.

Teachers were able

to implement instructional adaptations to an acceptable level; however,
without additional support, feedback, positive interventions, or other
interactions, the percentage of those implementations declines almost
immediately.

Significance of the Difference Between
the Implementation of Instructional
Adaptations During Each Phase

Were the differences in the implementation of instructional adapta¬
tions as noted statistically significant?

To approach this specific

question, each observation period was tallied.

The number of observa¬

tions made was 2,952; of these, 648 (21.9%) were "not applicable."

The

2,952 observational periods represented 246 full class periods of
observation.

An average of 30 class periods were observed per week,

over an eight-week period.

Table 4.2 shows the percentage of teachers'

implementation of instructional adaptations of cumulative observation
data by week.
analysis.

Table 4.3 presents the grouping of weekly data for

Using two-tailed tests of significance methods with each

variable identified, the significance of the differences between the
baseline, treatment, and follow-up phases of instructional adaptation
implementation for all teachers was estimated.*

The complete results of

*Percentage figures reported for some of the variables differ at
times. This difference is due to the following factors: One, during the
follow-up phase of the study, a student was transferred from the resource
program and thus could no longer be observed. Second, a teacher who had
been part of the baseline and treatment phases left the school on an
emergency medical leave. Last, during some of the observation weeks,
either students or teachers were not present to be observed.
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significance calculations are reported in Table 4.4.
The first task of significance testing was to determine whether
there exists beyond the .05 level of significance a difference between
the baseline level of implementation of instructional adaptations
(variable Ml) and the treatment level of implementation for all teachers
(variable WK4).

The mean percent of implementation for Ml was 25.5%,

while WK4 had a mean percent of implementation of 57%.

Analysis of

baseline and treatment data indicated that the difference between these
two variables were significant beyond the .05 level of significance
(p < .001).

This means that the percent of implementation of instruc¬

tional adaptations between baseline and treatment phases differed significantly when all teachers were considered together.

The implementa¬

tion gain during the treatment phase implies that the teachers were
willing and able to implement recommended instructional adaptations to a
greater degree than their traditional use of these same instructional
methodologies when given specific documentation and support.
The second task of significance testing was to determine whether
during the weeks following the treatment (variable M3) the group of
regular education teachers continued to implement instructional adapta¬
tions at the same level of implementation as that of the treatment
phase (WK4) at a level greater than .05 level of significance.

The

decline of 20% between the treatment and follow-up phases was significant
beyond the .05 level of significance (p < .02).

This decline in imple¬

mentation level indicates that the group of teachers, without additional
support of any kind, did not continue their implementation of instruc¬
tional adaptations at a level consistent with that of the treatment phase

ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCE RESULTS: T-SCORE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN DIFFERING PHASES OF OBSERVATIONS

=-2.38, p<.04
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of the study.

The lack of treatment was significant in the decline of

implementation of instructional adaptations during the follow-up observa¬
tion period.

It is important to note that analysis indicates significant

growth in the implementation of instructional adaptations between the
phase prior to the teachers receiving student profile information and the
period when they receive the information.

The data also reveals a sig¬

nificant decline in the implementation of recommended instructional
adaptations during the observation period following treatment.

Further

investigation into the decline in implementation during the follow-up
phase included analysis of treatment, coupled with the week following
treatment (M2) and follow-up weeks 6, 7, 8 (M4), to determine residual
effects of the treatment.
greater than .05 (p > .19).

The data yielded a level of significance
The lack of significance between implemen¬

tation of instructional adaptations during periods M2 and M4 suggests
that the decline in implementation began immediately after the treatment
phase.
The third analysis of significance was to determine whether there
exists an improvement in the implementation of instructional adaptations
beyond the .05 level of significance during various phases of the study
as assessed against the baseline phase conducted.

The mean percent of

implementation during the baseline phase was 26.6% (Ml).

The treatment

and follow-up phases of the study had a mean percent of implementation
of 42.3% (M5).

The analysis of data obtained yielded a .005 level of

significance, indicating that the teachers as a group implement the
recommended instructional adaptations at a significantly higher rate
during the treatment and follow-up phases than they do in the
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pre-treatment phase.

To assess whether the treatment phase was skewing

the data, analysis of the baseline phase (Ml), a 26.6% implementation
rate, and follow-up phase (M3), a 38.3% implementation rate, was con¬
ducted.

Analysis of data obtained yielded a .04 level of significance.

The gain of the follow-up phase excluding the treatment phase is still
significantly higher than the baseline phase, suggesting that although
implementation declines rapidly after the treatment phase, implementation
of instructional adaptations is significantly higher during follow-up
than baseline for the study.
In summary, teachers will implement instructional adaptations, which
are recommended and appropriate for marginal students, if given adequate
information and support.

The same group of teachers, however, quickly

declined in their implementation when there was no longer any visible
support for the implementation of recommendations.

Although these

results must be regarded as tentative, they can be interpreted to provide
direction and understanding for improving the learning environment for
all students.

Differences in Individual Teachers1 Adaptation
of Instructional Recommendations
To answer Research Objective #3, which concerned the extent to which
regular high school subject area teachers change their instructional pro¬
cedures to implement prescribed instructional adaptions, variable data
can be summarized as follows.

When teachers were looked at as a single

group and their scores compared for differences in implementation over
specific time periods, significant positive differences were evident
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between the baseline phase and the treatment phase.

Also, positive sig¬

nificance was determined between baseline and follow-up phases.

Negative

significant difference was seen in the treatment and follow-up phases.
Having examined the implementation pattern of teachers as a group,
the analysis can now be directed to the implementation pattern of indi¬
vidual teachers.

This analysis will provide additional information in the

investigation into teachers' implementation pattern for meeting the
recommended instructional needs of marginal learners.

In this second

approach to Research Objective #3, description of scores, Figures 4.9
to 4.22, graphically describe the pattern of implementation of instruc¬
tional adaptations for individual teachers.
A summary of these results can be found in Table 4.5.

In analyzing

the difference between baseline and treatment phases of implementation
during the study, every teacher, with the exception of one (Teacher S-8),
substantially increased their implementation of requested instructional
methodology.

The range of gain in scores between these two phases was

-4 to 60.9, with a mean difference of 32.6.

Teachers, as individuals,

were able after treatment to comply with the requests to meet the
instructional needs of marginal students in their classes.

Teacher S-8

decreased implementation from 4% during baseline to 0% during treatment
phase.

It is unclear why this decline took place.

However, further

investigation into Teacher S-81s performance during the remainder of the
observation periods suggests a possible interpretation is that it took
Teacher S-8 more time to assimilate the recommendation into practice,
as evidenced by the increase in implementation during Weeks 5 and 6.
This implementation lag may be explained by the fact that instructional
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Figure 4.9.

Cumulative implementation data:

Teacher Z-l.
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Figure 4.10.

Cumulative implementation data:

Teacher Y-2.
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Teacher X-3.
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Cumulative implementation data:

Teacher W-4.

109

Figure 4.13.

Cumulative implementation data:

Teacher V-5.
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Figure 4.14.

Cumulative implementation data:

Teacher U-6.
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Figure 4.15.

Cumulative implementation data:

Teacher T-7.
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Cumulative implementation data:
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Cumulative implementation data:
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Teacher R-9.
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Figure 4.18.

Cumulative implementation data:

Figure Q-10.
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Cumulative implementation data:
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Teacher P-11.
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Figure 4.20.

Cumulative implementation data:

Teacher 0-12.
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Cumulative implementation data:
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Cumulative implementation data:
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TABLE 4.5
INDIVIDUAL TEACHER IMPLEMENTATION DATA
(N = 12 TEACHERS)

PHASE RELATIONSHIP

INCREASED
TEACHER
SCORES

DECREASED
TEACHER
SCORES

Baseline to Treatment

11

1

0

Baseline to Treatment
and Week 5

12

0

0

Baseline to Follow-Up

8

3

1

Baseline to Follow-Up
Less Week 5

8

4

0

Baseline to Treatment
and Follow-Up

10

2

0

2

10

0

8

0

Treatment to Follow-Up

REMAINED
THE SAME
SCORES

•

Treatment and Week 5
to Follow-Up

4
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adaptations requested were incompatible with this teacher's teaching
style, as evidenced by the return to the OX implementation level.

This

possibility cannot be confirmed by other evidence and should be treated
as tentative.
In analyzing the change in implementation level between baseline
and follow-up phases, eight teachers showed gains in the follow-up phase,
one teacher's level remained constant, and three teachers (X-3, W-4, and
U-6) showed a decline in implementation.

Examining the implementation

pattern of Teacher X-3 shows progressive increases in implementation
percentage beginning with baseline and concluding in the treatment phase.
Data for Week 6 in the follow-up phase was unable to be collected due to
illness of the target student.
erratic.

The remainder of follow-up data was

It is not possible to determine with any certainty the reason

for the decline in the follow-up phase of implementation.
might be linked to the missing data in Week 6.

A possibility

The absence of the stu¬

dent during Week 6 may have caused the teacher to forget the recommended
instructional adaptations the succeeding week and, thus, the 0 score for
Week 7.

It is equally possible that the decline in scores from the

treatment phase would have continued through Week 6, concluding with the
0 score in Week 7.

However, a contrasting possibility, given the erratic

profile coupled with the information that Week 6 showed higher scores for
teachers generally, is that Teacher X-3 could have had a high implementa¬
tion score for Week 6 and thus showed a positive increase in follow-up Vs
baseline phase.
Teacher li-6's implementation scores during all phases were quite low
Week l's observation shows Teacher U-6 implementing the recommended
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instructional adaptation at the same rate as the treatment phase.

This

initial observation period seems to have skewed Teacher U-6's baseline
implementation percentage.

Also, during Week 8 of the follow-up phase,

no observations were able to be conducted.

The evidence of extremely

low implementation scores throughout the observation period seems to
indicate a teacher who does not have the recommended instructional recom¬
mendations as part of their instructional techniques.

These two details

could account for the discrepancy between baseline and follow-up phases.
Teacher W-4's profile looked markedly different from the other two.
Teacher W-4 had a high percent of implementation during baseline and
increased the percent of implementation during the treatment phase.
\

During the follow-up phase, Teacher W-4 had a steep decline in implemen¬
tation, which seemed to bottom out in Week 6 and sharply increase for
the remainder of the observation periods.

The present data is insuffi¬

cient to provide definitive answers to why there was a decline in imple¬
mentation in the follow-up phase as compared to the baseline phase.
Considering all three of these teachers showed an increase in
implementation during the treatment phase, one possible explanation for
the decline in the follow-up scores may lie in the need for these
teachers to have additional support to continue an acceptable level of
implementation.
Further analysis of individual teacher's performance as it relates
to an increase in the percent of implementation over the baseline phase
indicates that when the treatment phase is included with the follow-up
phase, only two teachers did not demonstrate an increase in implementa¬
tion percentage.

These two teachers, W-4 and U-6, have very different
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implementation profiles, as discussed above.

In the final analysis of

baseline performance and post baseline performance, when teachers are
looked at as individuals, they improved their implementation percentage
over the baseline observation period.

This seems to suggest that regular

education teachers will demonstrate an increase in appropriate instruc¬
tional techniques, with marginal students, when given proper documenta¬
tion.
Further investigations were conducted to determine teachers' con¬
tinued levels of implementation of requested instructional adaptations.
The first relationship investigated was the treatment phase compared to
the follow-up phase.

Ten teachers exhibited declines in their implemen¬

tation levels during the follow-up phase, while only two exhibited
increased implementation.

The second relationship examined was the

treatment phase plus Week 5 (the observational period directly following
treatment) and the follow-up phase.

Treatment plus Week 5 was chosen as

a unit for this analysis because the residual effects of the treatment
should be greatest just after the treatment phase and thus would yield
an accurate picture of residual effects of treatment.

Eight teachers

exhibited declines in their implementation levels in the follow-up phase
when compared to their implementation levels during the treatment plus
Week 5 phase.

Four teachers (0-12, S-8, T-7, V-5) increased their per¬

cent of implementation during the follow-up phase over the treatment
plus Week 5 phase.

This data suggests that decline in implementation

levels begins for teachers as early as the week after treatment.
Teacher V-5 and Teacher T-7 had relatively low Week 5s.

Both

The scores for

Week 5 for both these teachers were near their low baseline levels of
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implementation.

In comparison, follow-up scores for both teachers were

relatively high.

It is unclear what the determinants for this type of

profile are.

One possible explanation is that these teachers observed

positive learning behaviors in their students during the treatment phase.
However, as is usual with unsupported behavioral change, they reverted
to their customary teaching methods during Week 5.

Marginal students

would, in response, revert to their negative learning patterns.
Teachers V-5 and T-7 might then have recognized the correspondence
between the recommended instructional procedures and the improved learn¬
ing and reinstituted the recommended instructional adaptions.
Teacher 0-12's profile indicates a teacher whose repertoire of
teaching methods likely includes the recommended instructional adaptions.
The treatment phase showed little implementation change from the high
baseline levels.

However, an increase in implementation levels was evi¬

dent during follow-up phase.

The data would seem to indicate that for

teachers who use recommended instructional adaptations as part of their
teaching procedures, the dissemination of student profiles only serves
to increase their use of the appropriate instructional techniques.
The profile of Teacher S-8, as discussed previously, indicates a
teacher who does not seem to have the recommended instructional adapta¬
tions in their repertoire.

Treatment phase, level of implementation,

was 0 with some increase in Weeks 5 and 6 and a return to 0 implementa¬
tion level for the remainder of the observation period.

In analyzing

the implementation profile of Teacher S-8, it would seem that another
type of strategy would be necessary to improve recommended instructional
adaptions for teachers whose regular teaching approach does not include

124

the recommended adaptations.
In summary, when individual teacher data are examined, the results
suggest that teachers can be expected to implement instructional adapta¬
tions when given appropriate documentation.

The data also indicates,

as evidenced by the rapid decrease in implementation levels for each
teacher in the follow-up phase, that without any feedback system a
teacher is very likely to decrease the amount of implementation to a
level just slightly higher than that of their baseline levels.

Inspec¬

tion of the individual and group data, regarding implementation levels,
indicate that teachers as a group and as individuals perform in a similar
fashion.

Although these results are tentative, they provide a direction

for improving the instructional environment for marginal students.

For

reference purposes, Appendix C includes the complete observation data
for each teacher's implementation of instructional adaptation they were
requested to make.

Analysis of Individual Teacher's Implementation
Scores as an Indicator of Direction
of Change

To examine the specific views each teacher held regarding implemen¬
tation of recommended instructional adaptations, an analysis of sentiment
scores was undertaken.

Sentiment scores are a reflection of positive or

negative view toward a particular event, in this case, the request for
«

_

regular classroom teachers to adapt their instructional techniques to
better meet the needs of specific marginal students in their classes.
The assessment of sentiment value is determined by the behavioral
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performance of the teachers being asked to make changes in their teach¬
ing techniques.

It is assumed, when using sentiment scores, behavior

that supports a particular event also demonstrates a positive view toward
that event.

Although both sentiment and performance scores are directly

related, sentiment scores provide an additional analytic procedure for
evaluating the observational data regarding teachers' implementation of
instructional adaptations.

To determine parameters for sentiment scores,

the cumulative profile percent scores for teachers were used for analy¬
sis.

From this data, a Likert-type scale was designed to identify

behavioral direction.

The scale ranged from -2 to +2, with -2 represent¬

ing a "worst case scenario" negative behavior direction, +2 representing
"best case scenario" positive behavior direction, and 0 representing the
expected appropriate behavior level.

The expected behavior was deter¬

mined by the average range scores for the treatment implementation level.
Table 4.6 displays each teacher's achieved percentage score as a con¬
verted sentiment score.

Figure 4.23 graphically reports the converted

sentiment scores for all teachers based on their implementation behavior.
Sentiment score analysis was conducted to determine the view of
individual teachers toward implementation of instructional adaptations,
as identified by each teacher's behavior.

Evidence of positive views

would tend to improve the implementation and institutionalization of
appropriate instructional adaptations in individual teacher's class¬
rooms.
In analyzing group sentiment scores, as outlined in Table 4.6,
during the baseline period teachers demonstrated a negative sentiment
score during 81% of the observation periods.

The group of teachers
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TABLE 4.6
SENTIMENT SCORES

TEACHER

WK 1

WK 2

WK 3

WK 4

WK 5

WK 6

Z-l

-1

-1

-1

+1

-1

-2

0

-2

Y-2

-1

-2

-1

0

0

+1

-1

0

X-3

-2

-1

-1

+1

-1

--

-2

-1

W-4

0

+1

-1

+2

+1

-2

-1

0

V-5

-2

-2

-2

0

-2

0

-1

0

U-6

-1

-2

-2

-1

-2

-2

-2

--

T-7

-2

-2

-1

+1

-1

+1

+1

0

S-8

-2

-2

-2

-2

-1

0

-2

-2

R-9

-1

-2

-1

+1

0

-1

-1

-1

Q-10

0

0

0

+1

-1

-1

+1

0

P-11

-2

-2

-1

0

-2

-1

-1

-1

0-12

-1

0

+1

0

+1

+1

0

+1

N-13

-1

-1

-1

+1

-2

M-14

+1

+1

+1

SCALE:
PERCENT SCORE
SENTIMENT SCORE

0-20
-2

21-40
-1

41-60
0

WK 7

61-80
+1

WK 8

81-100
+2
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WEEK 8

WEEK 7

WEEK 6

WEEK 5

WEEK 4

WEEK 3

WEEK 2

WEEK 1

-2

-1

0

+1

+2

(0%-20%)

(21%-40%)

(41%-60%)

(61%-80%)

(81%-100%)

Figure 4.23.

Cumulative sentiment score:

all teachers.
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during this same baseline period exhibited expected appropriate sentiment
behavior levels during 14% of the observations, and only during 5% of the
observation periods were positive sentiments demonstrated.
Analysis of sentiment scores during the treatment phase indicates
teachers demonstrated a negative sentiment score during 17% of the
observations, as opposed to an exhibited 33% expected behavior sentiment
score and positive sentiment demonstrated during 50% of the observations.
The reversal of sentiment scores between the baseline and treatment
phases, although conclusions are tentative, indicates that the procedures
for change were positively accepted.

The dissemination of student pro¬

files seems to have changed teachers' feelings in such a way as to induce
positive sentiment in support of the learning of marginal students.
Throughout the follow-up phase, sentiment scores were exhibited as
negative behaviors during 59% of the observations.

Expected behavioral

sentiments were exhibited during 24% of the observations and positive
sentiments were exhibited during 17% of those observations.

Sentiment

score analysis of the follow-up phase for teachers seems to give rise to
questions regarding the longer term effects of the treatment phase than
was previously presented.

Although comparison of follow-up versus

baseline phases using t-tests indicated the increases in scores were
significant, sentiment score analysis seems to question the pragmatism
of this result.

To further assess the implementation behavior of teach¬

ers in a more pragmatic manner, an analysis of individual teachers' sen¬
timent score is presented.
Figures 4.24 to 4.35 graphically depict the sentiment scores for
each of the twelve teachers for whom baseline, treatment, and follow-up
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Figure 4.24.

Sentiment score:

Teacher Z-l.
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Figure 4.27.

Sentiment score:

Teacher W-4.
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Figure 4.29.

Sentiment score:

Teacher U-6.
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Sentiment score:

Teacher S-8.
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Figure 4.32.

-1

0

Sentiment score:

+1

Teacher R-9.

+2

138

WEEK 8

WEEK 7

WEEK 6

WEEK 5

WEEK 4

WEEK 3

WEEK 2

WEEK 1

-1

Figure 4.33.

0

Sentiment score:

+1

Teacher Q-10.

+2

139

WEEK 8

WEEK 7

WEEK 6

WEEK 5

WEEK 4

WEEK 3

WEEK 2

WEEK 1

-2

Figure 4.34.

-1

0

Sentiment score:

+1

Teacher P-11.

+2

140

WEEK 8

WEEK 7

WEEK 6

WEEK 5

WEEK 4

WEEK 3

WEEK 2

WEEK 1

-1

Figure 4.35.

0

Sentiment score:

+1

Teacher 0-12.

+2

141

scores were obtained.

The data obtained from the analysis of individual

teacher s sentiment profiles will help to evaluate the pragmatism of the
implementation data.
In assessing the pragmatism of implementation data as determined by
teachers' sentiment scores, ten teachers exhibited positive changes in
their sentiment toward the recommended implementations requested between
the baseline and treatment phases.

Two teachers', S-8 and 0-12, senti¬

ment scores did not change between these two phases.

In one case.

Teacher S-8 exhibited the "worst case scenario" for both phases, probably
indicating the lack of the specific technique in their repertoire of
teaching skills.

In the second case, Teacher 0-12 demonstrated an

appropriate level of sentiment behavior and continued this level during
treatment phase.

Teacher 0-12 may have been aware of his/her use of the

teaching technique and thus did not feel increased use of the technique
was appropriate.

The increase in sentiment scores for the ten teachers

who showed improved views indicates that three of these teachers improved
their view by a +3 sentiment score.

Five teachers improved their score

by +2, and two teachers improved their scores by +1.

Nine teachers had

negative sentiment scores (eight with -2, and one with -1), and three
teachers had zero score after baseline observations.

The treatment phase

revealed six teachers with positive scores (four with +1, and two with
+2), four teachers with zero scores, and two teachers with negative
scores (one with -1, and one with -2).

The analysis of sentiment scores

seems to collaborate previous information indicating that the treatment
methodology had a positive change effect on the teachers.
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From the treatment to the follow-up phase, eight teachers decreased
their sentiment scores, indicating a less favorable view toward imple¬
menting instructional adaptations.

The most probable explanation for

the decrease in follow-up after the increase in treatment is the lack of
support and feedback during the follow-up phase.

Three teachers (Y-2,

T-7, and S-8) kept their sentiment scores constant.

In each of these

three cases, the teachers had a baseline sentiment score of -2.
Teacher S-8 kept a constant score of -2 throughout the observation
period.

Teachers Y-2 and T-7 increased their scores in treatment and

sustained that increased score in the follow-up.

It was anticipated

that one of the possible scenarios was that teachers would reduce their
implementation percentage and sentiments after treatment if no additional
support and feedback was provided.

This was tentatively supported in the

analysis of sentiment score changes between the treatment and follow-up
phases.
The last analysis was to determine if teachers' sentiment scores
differed from baseline to follow-up results.
greatest degree of variance.

This analysis showed the

Five teachers (Y-2, V-5, T-7, R-9, and

0-12) all exhibited increases in their sentiment scores.

However, all

of these teachers, except 0-12, had baseline sentiment scores of -2, so
a decline in sentiment scores was not possible.

In assessing the

follow-up scores of these four teachers, V-5's and R-91s scores were
still in the -1 range.

Three teachers (Z-l, W-4, and Q-10) decreased

their scores from baseline to follow-up.

Data is insufficient to make

an educated guess at the reason for the decline in scores.

Finally,

four teachers (X-3, U-6, S-8, and P-11) kept their sentiment scores
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constant over the two phases.
ment scores of -2.

All of these teachers had baseline senti¬

Only teacher S-8 did not increase their scores in

treatment and then return to baseline levels.

It is probable that none

of these teachers had the recommended instructional adaptations in their
repertoire.

Three of the teachers tried the adaptations when presented

with the student profiles but were unable, without continued support or
feedback, to continue their implementation.

In the final analysis, nine

teachers had negative sentiment scores, one teacher had a zero score,
and two teachers had positive scores in the follow-up phase.
In summary, the analysis of sentiment scores for teachers as a
group and as individuals supported the findings of previous analysis.
Teachers were able to use the disseminated student profiles to improve
the implementation scores as well as the sentiment scores from baseline
to treatment.

However, teachers were not able to continue the level of

implementation or sentiment scores from treatment to follow-up over the
unsupported weeks.

The analysis of sentiment scores also provided

information which questioned the pragmatic use of one area of statistical
analysis.

The higher scores during the follow-up phase than that of

baseline were found to be significant.

However, analysis of sentiment

scores determined that although the implementation scores were signifi¬
cant, the sentiment scores were still negative.

CHAPTER

5

SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Chapter 5 presents a summary of the present research, and discusses
pragmatic implications of the findings.

In addition, this concluding

chapter presents recommendations for further research.

Summary of the Study
The mission of the public schools in America is to provide a quality,
integrated education to all members of its society to the greatest extent
possible.

There is, however, a contradiction in the stated goal of

American schools and the implementation of appropriate instructional pro¬
grams to achieve that goal.
It is very difficult, if not impossible, to quantify the data related
to students who are not being effectively educated in our public schools.
In the last two decades, the public schools have attempted to meet these
students' needs by providing a myriad of special programs, e.g., compen¬
satory education programs, remedial programs, bilingual programs, migrant
programs, special education programs, etc.

If we look at statistics on

dropout rates, low and underachievement, suspensions, truancy and skip¬
ping, drug use, suicide, pregnancy rate, etc., we must question the effec¬
tiveness of these programs to both identify and effectively meet the
needs of marginal students.
There is clear evidence that the "pull-out" programs have made sub¬
stantial improvements and contributions to providing quality eduction for
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marginal students.

However, the pull-out concept for effectively

educating marginal students is based on a false assumption; that is,
that a student's poor performance is a result of deficiencies within the
child rather than deficiencies in the learning environment.

To provide

the quality, effective education that is each and every student's right,
the education of marginal students must be moved back into the regular
classroom environment.

The challenge is to transfer the knowledge we

have learned in the last two decades from special programs and implement
it in the regular classroom.
The objectives of this study were to determine, for a select group
of marginal high school students, their learning deficiencies and
s

strengths, to define instructional adaptations which were likely to be
effective in improving their learning in the regular classroom environ¬
ment, and to determine the extent to which high school subject area
teachers are able to implement the identified effective instructional
techniques in their regular classroom environment.

The procedures to

achieve the objectives of the study were conducted in the following
manner.

First, a group of seven high school marginal students were

identified and chosen to participate in the study.

These students pro¬

vided a cross-section of teachers (fourteen) and courses (twenty-one)
at the high school.

Second, data was collected regarding students'

strengths, weaknesses, and best instructional style from assessments,
observations, and anecdotal information presented at Team Evaluation
Meetings.

Third, a review of current literature was conducted to deter¬

mine effective practices, as identified by research.

The effective

practices that were identified in both the literature review and the
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Team Evaluation Process were chosen to be included in the study.
Fourth, the researcher detailed the strengths, weaknesses, and instruc¬
tional adaptations for each student on individual profile sheets.

Fifth,

observations of teachers' implementation of recommended instructional
recommendations were made.
The observations were made in three phases.

Phase one was the

baseline phase, where data was collected on implementation to determine
teachers

unsolicited implementation levels.

Phase two was the treatment

phase in which implementation data was collected on implementation levels
when student profiles were disseminated.

The final phase was the

follow-up phase in which data was collected to determine the implementa¬
tion level over time with no support.

Descriptive and graphic analysis

of the data gathered during each of these phases enabled judgments to
be made concerning the teachers' use of prescribed instructional adapta¬
tions for marginal students.

Major Findings and Implications
The major findings of the study are presented along with their
implications for the improvement of effective practices for marginal stu¬
dents in regular education environments.

First, summaries of the analy¬

sis of data collected for each research objective is presented.
implications of the set of data are presented.

Then,

The data collected was

related to the three research objectives which guided the study:
Research Objective #1:

To define for a select group of mar¬

ginal students, at the high school targeted for inclusion
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in the study, their learning deficiencies as well as
their learning strengths.
Research Objective #2:

To define the instructional adapta¬

tions which are likely to overcome the identified stu¬
dent learning deficiencies, while taking advantage of
their strengths.
Research Objective #3:

To determine the extent to which

regular high school subject area teachers change their
instructional procedures to implement prescribed
instructional adaptions as identified by special educa¬
tion teams.
Research Objective #1
Major Findings.

The first research objective was concerned with

determining the learning strengths and weaknesses of a select group of
high school marginal students.

Through analysis of assessment and report¬

ing documents presented at Team Evaluation Meetings for each of the seven
students in this study, this objective was addressed.

In analyzing the

documentation, it was found that these students were a heterogeneous
group of students.

They exhibit a myriad of achievement and motivation

levels, learning and study habits, memory and expressive skills, cogni¬
tive flexibility, etc.

The students' learning strengths included:

high

academic achievement levels, strong long- and short-memory, strong
written and verbal expression skills, and effective processing and rea¬
soning skills.

The same group of students were also found to have learn¬

ing deficiencies which included:

inability to synthesize information,
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low frustration level, lack of independent academic functioning, poor
organizational skills, low cognitive flexibility and basic academic skill
achievement, poor verbal and written expression, and low self-motivation.
In sum, learning behaviors of a group of marginal students were
analyzed in detail.

These learning behaviors were selected as factors

likely to affect academic success and marginal status.

Thus, the iden¬

tification of both positive and negative learning behavior could be used
to determine effective instructional techniques to ameliorate the stu¬
dent's mainstreamed learning difficulties.
Implications of Findings.

As the data gathered to address Research

Objective #1 suggests, marginal students are a diverse group of students.
They exhibit a variety of learning strengths and weaknesses in cognition,
motivation, attitude, etc.

It would seem that the teaching strategies

necessary for these marginal students to be successful in the regular
classroom environment would need to be as diverse as the identified stu¬
dent learning characteristics.

It would also seem based on the diversity

of learning profiles that "special" teaching techniques would be neces¬
sary for effective learning.

However, as the evidence resulting from the

information gathered to address Research Objective #2 suggests, the
actual number of recommended instructional adaptations necessary for
these students to meet with academic success were small.

The recommended

instructional adaptations were found to be identical to effective regular
teaching practices.
Research Objective #2
Major Findings.

The second research objective was concerned with
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the identification of effective instructional methodologies which were
likely to overcome students specified academic deficiencies.

The

approach used to address this question consisted of reaching consensus
between recommendations from Team Evaluation documentation and research
on effective teaching of mainstreamed adolescents.

In analyzing the Team

Evaluation recommendations for this heterogeneous group of students, it
was determined that the proposed instructional adaptations necessary for
success in the regular classroom environment were similar for the stu¬
dents in the study.

The four categories into which the instructional

methodologies can be divided are:

the breaking down of the learning

unit and assignments into small sequential units, the use of organiza¬
tional cues and prompts, provision of additional time for the completion
of academic responsibilities, and frequent checks of the students' under¬
standing of material or assignments.

Encompassed within these four cate¬

gories are the need for structure, review, practice, and high expecta¬
tions .
In the analysis of the research focusing on effective practices for
mainstreamed students, a codified knowledge base was found which is
germane to any instructional setting.

The results of the analysis of

current research into effective teaching practices suggests that effec¬
tive teaching is more than showing and telling.

Learning is accomplished

through understanding, appreciation, comprehension, realization, etc.
In order for the teaching/learning environment to illicit these behaviors
from students, especially marginal students, the classroom teacher must
provide effective teaching behaviors.

The behaviors which have been

identified in the literature as effective include:

providing many
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details and redundant instructions when presenting new material, giving
ample guided practice, checking for understanding and reviewing previous
material, providing feedback often and with meaningful detail, structur¬
ing the process and time of learning, organizing learning activities
into sequential components, maintain high expectations, group students
heterogeneously, provide orientation by telling purpose, content and
expectations.
Additionally, the investigation into the research of effective
instructional practices for mainstreamed marginal students revealed that
the regular classroom environment is the most effective learning setting
for all students.

Categorical identification of students was shown to

have very little instructional benefits.

Students across categories

were found to be alike in their responsiveness to instructional tech¬
niques.

Research indicated that instructional practices which were suc¬

cessful for regular students were also successful for marginal students
and vice versa.
In sum, instructional adaptations were recommended for individual
students based on their learning profiles which were identified through
the Team Evaluation Process.

The instructional adaptations recommended

by the Team were supported in the literature as valid and appropriate
for marginal students in mainstreamed settings.

The instructional

techniques which were recommended by the Team Evaluation Process, as
effective for marginal students, were identified in the professional
literature as effective teaching practices.
Implications of Findings.

The data gathered to address Research

Objective #2 indicates that the Team Evaluation Process can be an
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effective procedure for identifying of a student's learning profile and
the instructional adaptations necessary to provide successful regular
classroom learning environments for that student.

The Team process has

successfully demonstrated the ability to build consensus among parents,
teachers, students, administrators, and specialists in the development of
effective educational plans for marginal students.
In addition, the analysis of research also finds consensus between
Team recommendations and research findings regarding effective instruc¬
tional practices to meet students' needs.

The effectiveness of Evaluation

Teams to identify student instructional needs and make appropriate recom¬
mendations for effective instructional adaptations is important.

It sup¬

ports, as effective, the process and intent prescribed in the Education
for All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142).

The data also lends

support to the Regular Education Initiative proposed by Assistant
Secretary of Education Madeleine Will.

However, a weak link in the

process was found in the dissemination of Team Evaluation findings and
recommendations to regular classroom teachers.
The finding that the Team Evaluation recommendations for instruc¬
tional adaptations are similar to effective teaching practices in general
cautions school systems against segregating marginal students for instruc¬
tional purposes.

Teachers' participation in the Team Evaluation Process,

either in person or through written assessments, proved invaluable.

Many

of the instructional adaptations that became recommendations of the
Evaluation Team came from regular classroom teachers' experience and
expertise.

The contribution of teachers' expertise at Evaluation Team

Meetings further suggests the feasibility and effectiveness of integrating
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marginal students into the regular class environment.
The data on effective teaching practices also supports homogeneous
settings for instructional purposes.

It has been shown that students,

regardless of their marginal status, were responsive to similar instruc¬
tional practices.

The similarities in effective instructional practices

for all students suggests a degree of predictability in the effectiveness
of instructional techniques across traditional categorical groupings and
in integrative settings.
Research Objective #3
Major Findings.

The final research objective was concerned with

teachers' implementation of instructional adaptations which were recom¬
mended through the Team Evaluation Process.

Three approaches were

adopted to address this objective.
First, the observed implementation levels for all teachers were
compared through significance testing.

A difference beyond the .05 level

of significance was used to determine significance.

A significance dif¬

ference (p < .001) was found between the implementation level during
baseline observation and the increased implementation level during treat¬
ment observation for the group as a whole.

A significant difference

(p < .02) was found between the level of implementation during treatment
observation and the decreased implementation level during follow-up
observations.

In the final analysis, a significant difference (p < .04)

was found between the level of implementation during baseline and the
increase in implementation during the follow-up observations.
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Generally, teachers were not found to use instructional techniques
which were determined to be effective for marginal and other students in
their general teaching.

However, when student profiles (which included

students' strengths, weaknesses, and recommended instructional adapta¬
tions) were disseminated, the teachers significantly increased their use
of recommended effective teaching techniques in their classes.

The uti¬

lization of effective instructional practice was not sustained after the
initial treatment.

It is suggested that without continued feedback,

implementation levels decline to pre-treatment levels.

These findings,

although tentative until supported through further research, show
clearly that regular secondary classroom teachers can and will, given
appropriate support, change their teaching techniques to accommodate
students' needs.

It is also indicated that the change in teaching

techniques, unless supported in some manner, declines rapidly.
In the second approach to Research Objective #3, a graphic analysis
of individual teacher's implementation pattern was used.

The examina¬

tion of individual teacher's graphic data yielded results similar to the
group data.

Eleven of the twelve teachers increased their implementation

percentage levels during treatment over their baseline percent levels.
Ten teachers decreased their implementation levels during follow-up as
opposed to treatment implementation levels.

During the follow-up observa¬

tion period, eight teachers kept their implementation levels above their
baseline levels of implementation.

Three teachers declined in their

follow-up implementation levels over their baseline levels and one
teacher remained constant in his/her implementation level.

In sum,

inspection of the individual and group data indicate that teachers as a
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group and as individuals perform in a similar fashion in their levels
of implementation of recommended instructional adaptations.

It is

implied from the analysis of data that teachers can be expected to
increase their utilization of effective teaching practices if the
appropriate practices are delineated.

It is also strongly suggested by

the data that for the continued utilization of newly-implemented teaching
techniques, teachers need to have a system of support and feedback.
In the third and final approach to Research Objective #3, sentiment
scores were assigned and analyzed.

Sentiment scores were used to assess

individual teacher's attitudes toward the implementation of instructional
adaptations as evidenced by their implementation behaviors.

During the

baseline observation period, 81% of the observation periods were negative
in their sentiment scores, 14% of the observation periods obtained
expected sentiment scores, and only 5% of the baseline periods were posi¬
tive in their sentiment scores.

This sentiment profile supports the

implementation data previously discussed.
During the treatment period, sentiment scores also supported
previous findings.

Observations during treatment indicated that negative

sentiment scores were found in 17% of the observation periods, while 33%
of the sentiment scores were at expected levels, and positive sentiment
scores were found in 50% of the observation periods.

The change in

sentiment scores from baseline to treatment phase, although tentative,
indicates that the treatment fostered positive attitudes in the teachers.
The analysis of sentiment scores during the follow-up observation
period supported the findings of a decline in implementation percentage.
It also gives rise to questions regarding residual effects of the
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treatment not previously found.

Observations during the follow-up

observation period indicated negative sentiments were exhibited in 59%
of the observation periods, 24% of the observations periods exhibited
expected sentiment scores, and only 17% of the observation periods
exhibited positive sentiment scores.

Although significance testing has

shown a confidence level of p < .04 in the increased implementation
percent in the follow-up phase vs. the baseline phase, sentiment scores
seem to question the pragmatism of the result.

The sentiment score

analysis seems to indicate that a significant increase in positive
sentiment does not lead to a continued positive sentiment during
follow-up.

Thus, the prognosis for continued implementation at any

significant level is poor.
In sum, sentiment score analysis supported previous data related to
teachers' profile of implementation of instructional adaptations.
Teachers improved their negative sentiments, held during the baseline
phase, to positive sentiments during the treatment phase.

A decline in

sentiment is observed during follow-up over the positive sentiment of
treatment phase.

This decline of the follow-up phase to a negative senti¬

ment score gives rise to questions about the residual effects of the
treatment phase even in the face of statistical significance in the
increased implementation percentage.

In sum, the analysis of the data

suggests that teachers as a group and as individuals can support the
learning of marginal students in the regular classroom setting.
Implications of Findings.

The data gathered to address Research

Objective #3 suggests that teachers are willing and able to implement
effective instructional techniques for marginal students, when they are
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given appropriate information.

First, the low utilization of effective

teaching practices during the pre-treatment phase suggests that these
same teachers are not, however, prepared to meet the challenges of modern
classroom teaching without supportive intervention.

The data suggests

that teachers are either not provided an adequate repertoire of teaching
skills and/or they are not effectively trained to use the multitude of
teaching techniques available to them.

In either case, the findings seem

to indicate that both inservice and preservice teacher training programs
must increase programs focusing on the learning and utilization of a
large repertoire of effective practices which meet the needs of a larger
number of students.
Second, the findings regarding teacher implementation of instruc¬
tional adaptations show an implementation profile which fluctuates in a
low, high, low cycle.

This profile suggests that although teachers are

capable and willing to implement recommended effective instructional
techniques, they are unable, for the most part, of sustaining the higher
levels of implementation.

The implications of the research findings sug¬

gest the need for more effective mechanisms for the dissemination of stu¬
dent information as well as support and feedback on utilization of effec¬
tive teaching practices.

The Regular Education Initiative and other

policy statements insisting on the integration of marginal students into
the regular class environment are supported by teachers' abilities to
identify and implement effective instructional practices for marginal
students.

The integration of marginal students will impact on resource

personnel by requiring them to provide the dissemination and feedback
responsibilities as their direct teaching responsibilities decline.
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Classroom teachers will be required to provide the effective instructional
technique that those integrated marginal students require.
Third, the analysis of individual teacher implementation data indi¬
cates that teachers show a great deal of variance in their individual pro¬
files.

This discord in individual teachers' implementation profile raises

questions regarding the evaluation and supervision of teachers who do not
utilize instructional techniques which are effective for the students
they teach.

Administrators and Department Heads will be required to not

only have a thorough knowledge of effective instruction but also a prag¬
matic knowledge of when and how to implement various instructional tech¬
niques .
Fourth, analysis of sentiment score has given important data in the
analysis of the extent to which teachers change their instructional
practices.

Significance testing indicated that teacher implementation

scores during the follow-up phase of the study were significantly higher
than during the pre-treatment phase.

However, sentiment score analysis

indicates that teacher sentiment during this same follow-up period
declined to a negative level, thus giving cause for concern for the
longevity of the increased implementation score.

The finding of a nega¬

tive sentiment score implies the teachers have not accepted the instruc¬
tional adaptations as part of their teaching pedagogy.

More interven¬

tions are necessary with the regular teaching staff to improve their
sentiment to a positive level.
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Recommendations
This last section of the chapter provides practical actions for
improving effective conditions for learning for all students and suggests
recommendations for further research which may increase the understand¬
ing of the present study.

As was stated in the problem statement in

Chapter 1, if educational reform is seeking the improvement in students'
achievement levels, it is imperative that we focus on factors closest to
the learner.

Learning and, therefore, achievement are the result of the

interaction between learners and their environments.
The data produced by this investigation suggests that teachers do
not regularly utilize effective teaching practices that meet marginal
students' needs in the regular classroom environment.

Effective teach¬

ing practices are, however, able to be identified for students during
Team Evaluation procedures and members of the Teams can come to consensus
regarding needs and effective teaching practices.

When these identified

effective practices are disseminated to regular classroom teachers, these
teachers were able to implement the recommended instructinal adaptations
to a high degree.

Further investigations revealed that the implementa¬

tion levels quickly declined without additional support and feedback.
It does not appear that teachers are likely to implement effective
instructional techniques, other than those they traditionally employ
without outside intervention.

It is also apparent that when teachers

are given appropriate documentation regarding students' instructional
needs, their implementation levels increase significantly.

However, it

is also apparent that without support and feedback, teachers'
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implementation levels also decrease significantly.

It is unclear why

effective networks to disseminate information and support effective
instruction have not developed given the efficient and effective Team
Evaluation procedure to identify needs and develop instructional recom¬
mendations .
Recommendations for Practical Action
The findings of this study present directions for a number of
actions that might be considered by teachers, administrators, and insti¬
tutions of higher education in providing effective conditions for learn¬
ing for all students.

It must be cautioned that the recommendations are

for the population within this study and generalizations to other schools
or classrooms should not be inferred.

Replicable research must follow

to provide a level of confidence for generalization beyond the school,
teachers, and students in this study.
Action for Teachers.

It is recommended that teachers become more

sensitive to differences in their students.

Teachers need to recognize

the strength and learning potential inherent in environments that support
individual differences rather than repress them.

As teachers begin to

recognize and accept student differences, they should investigate and,
if appropriate, alter the interaction which communicates behavioral and
academic expectations.
Teachers should investigate current research on effective instruc¬
tion for marginal students so they are better prepared to teach the
diversity of students who are in their classes.

Teachers are encouraged

to participate in inservice programs which are designed to increase
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teachers1 repertoires of teaching pedagogy to more effectively meet the
needs of the diversity of students in their classrooms.
Teachers should improve their professional competence through the
constant addition of new methods, techniques, and materials in the per¬
formance of their duties.

Teachers must constantly strive for providing

learning experiences which include all students in a cooperative inter¬
change.
Actions for Administrators.

Building administrators must, at this

time more than ever before, actively assume the role of educational
leaders in their schools.

They must keep abreast of research and litera¬

ture and facilitate the adoption of research which has important implica¬
tions for improved student learning.

Building administrators must work

with the professional staff members, through innovative instructional
practices and class organization, to make them cognizant of the concept
of marginality and its effects on student learning.
Building administrators are encouraged to work with district admin¬
istrators in the renegotiation of special education and regular education
staffs' roles.

The need for renegotiated roles is clear if policies and

practices which support shared educational responsibility for marginal
students is to be realized.

It is the responsibility of school adminis¬

trators to facilitate the designing and forming of a partnership between
resource and regular education staff.

This partnership will require

regular classroom teachers to learn and use a multitude of methods and
materials which have been identified as effective with marginal students.
The resource partners will be required to compile student profiles and
disseminate the information to all parties working with the student.
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Resource partners will be responsible for support and feedback, including
demonstration of teaching techniques, supervision of long-term student
progress, consultation with teaching staff for development, implementa¬
tion, and evaluation of effective learning environments, as well as direct
remediation of more severe skill deficits.
Administrators are encouraged to investigate innovative structures
within their building which will provide the opportunities for the school
to be more successful with all students.

These innovations need to look

at the rigidity of schedules which droes not permit students to progress
at their own effective pace.

These same schedules do not permit time

for teachers to conduct the professional tasks required for them to
\

effectively teach all students.

There needs to be built into the educa¬

tional structure time and incentives for teachers and administrators to
participate in inservice staff development programs which improve their
knowledge and skill base.
School administrators are encouraged to articulate the mission of
their schools for the integrated education of all students.

They are

also requested to lead the school and its community in the accomplishing
of the school's stated mission.
Actions for Institutions of Higher Education.

The findings of this

study indicate that regular classroom teachers do not use instructional
strategies which are effective with marginal students.

As addressed

earlier, the necessary instructional strategies for marginal students do
not incorporate "special" pedagogical practices which suggests that
regular classroom teachers are not adequately prepared to implement a
wide range of instructional techniques in their classrooms.

It would be
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appropriate for institutions of higher education to evaluate their
teacher education programs to ensure that preservice programs adequately
prepare teachers for helping all students to learn.

This preparation

should include experiences in gaining and applying a wide variety of
teaching methods, developing a sensitivity toward individual differences
of culture, ethnicity, exceptionality, and learing style, as well as
developing risk-taking skills to implement new research findings.

Insti¬

tutions of higher education should develop partnerships with local
schools to help inservice professionals work more effectively with all
students to improve their learning.

Recommendations for Further Research
Findings of exploratory research are tentative in nature and cannot
be considered applicable to other settings without more in-depth inves¬
tigations.

Recommendations are suggested for further research which will

extend the meaning and generalization of the present study.
1.

It is recommended that the present study be replicated and

extended in other schools with other samples of classrooms, students,
and teachers so that the present study can be generalized with more con¬
fidence.

It is also suggested that replication studies extend the scope

of the present study in the following areas:

a greater and more diverse

sample of marginal students should be included, a more methodologically
sound design to include control groups and random sampling is necessary,
and increase in the follow-up observations phase would also improve the
design of the study.
2.

Research on improving the level of implementation of recommended
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instructional adaptations would add needed knowledge to the field of
education.

The findings of the present study suggest that the decline

in teachers' levels of implementation of recommended instructional
adaptations in the post-treatment phase of the study was the result of a
lack of follow-up and support.

Research investigating longevity in

designed behavior change using the student profile as a treatment
methodology would require inquiry into types and schedules for rein¬
forcement.

One such design could use resource staff consultation as the

reinforcement procedure to test the hypothesis:

"There is no difference

in teachers' implementation of instructional adaptations over time for
teachers who are reinforced by weekly resource staff consultation and
teachers who do not receive weekly consultation."

The research is mean¬

ingful because it can identify reinforcement procedures which will help
to internalize for teachers effective teaching procedures to use with
marginal students.
3.

Research on the effectiveness of instructional adaptations

would add knowledge to the investigation into the concept of marginality.
The present study indicated that teachers are willing and able to imple¬
ment instructional adaptations that were identified as effective for
marginal students.

However, no evidence was presented that the recom¬

mended instructional adaptations, if implemented in regular classroom
environments, would improve students' achievement levels.

One such

design could determine an instructional method that is identified in the
literature as making a difference in marginal students learning in the
regular class environment.

As indicated earlier, one such instructional

technique is "provide material in short, sequenced units, with time for
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practice and review."

By first identifying a teacher's use of the

instructional methodology and then controlling the teacher's use of the
methodology under investigation, the following hypothesis could be
tested:

"There is no difference in student achievement between teachers

who provide material in short, sequenced units and teachers who do not
present material in short, sequenced units."

The research is significant

because it could identify instructional techniques which are effective
for promoting learning for marginal students being educated in the main¬
stream.
4.

The relationship between knowledge about marginal status and

the attitude of teachers toward the marginal student is another area need¬
ing investigation.

In order to carry out a study of this type, investi¬

gators would need to develop an instrument, such as the Rucker-Gable
Educational Programming Scale (for special needs students), to determine
teachers' knowledge and attitude toward marginal students.

The data

resulting from a study of this type could provide resource staff and
administrators information necessary to design programs that would
increase teachers' knowledge about and sensitivity toward marginal stu¬
dents .
5.

The efficacy of providing effective education for marginal stu¬

dents in the regular classroom environment is the last topic for recom¬
mended research.

Research of this nature has been effectively carried

out in research focusing on exceptional students and research investi¬
gating ability grouping.

Research studies in both of these areas have

shown extensive evidence that effective and efficient learning for all
students is found in integrated, heterogeneous classrooms.

However,
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neither investigation of exceptional children nor integration of multigrouped classes have been universally accepted.

It is important to

add to the efficacy studies that of the marginal students to add addi¬
tional knowledge regarding the effectiveness of integrative settings for
the efficient learning of all students.

Closing
The present study contributes in a small but important way to the
knowledge base of teaching all students more effectively.

The study

examined teachers' implementation levels of recommended instructinal
adaptations, identified as necessary for the success of marginal students
in regular classroom environments.

The central issue being addressed in

the study is the responsibility of schools to provide quality instruction
in integrative settings.

The intent is not to give any additional

responsibilities to classroom teachers.

Rather, the crucial point in the

study is that in order to make American public education more effective,
we must improve the quality of the relationship between the learner and
the environment.

Particularly at the present time when standards for

high school graduation are being made more rigorous, it is imperative to
address a more fundamental issue of access to appropriate integrative
educational opportunities for all students.
The findings of this study give rise to serious questions regarding
the opportunity for equal access to a meaningful education for a growing
number of students.

If educators continue to ignore their responsibili¬

ties to these students, by providing inadequate learning environments,
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educational renewal is doomed to failure.

Educators must accept the

responsibility of adapting classroom environments to improve the learn
ing of all students.

It is only after educators accept this responsi¬

bility that American public education will move toward meeting its
mission of providing a free, appropriate public education to all students.
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STUDENT PROFILE FOR:

expected6?^ reCeiving services through the CLC (B-l) program are
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Arrive to class on time.
Be prepared with a positive attitude, writing imple¬
ment, notebook, and other material as needed.
Listen, take notes, and participate in class.
Complete in and out of class assignments.
Behave so as not to disrupt the learning environment.

Specific characteristics of the above-named student include:
STRENGTHS:

WEAKNESSES:

INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS:

Things to remember:
• State daily learning objectives clearly.
• Expectations should be kept high but at the student's
level.
• Be firm and encouraging for student to take academic risks.
0 Provide feedback for incorrect as well as correct responses.
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STUDENT:

TEACHER:

COURSE:

DATE:

0-7

\

INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS
Provide multiple, short learning
periods with built-in time for
review, restatement of objec¬
tives, and practice.
Take-home assignments should be
divided into specific sequenced
tasks which lead to a completed
whole.
Break down complex assignments
giving a specific procedure
to follow.
Check the student's understand¬
ing by having him/her repeat
directions and procedures to
follow.

TEACHER ACTIVITIES
8-14 15-21 22-28 29-35

36-42

APPENDIX C:
CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA

183

184

00

un

co

JO

CU
■O >

C\1
QJ

o

QJ (T3
4-> JZ
.
•rCM
JO -O H

O

o

-E

CT>
Q_

CO

I

JO
O

=>

2

CO

CO
cvi

CO

QJ

c-

E
QJ
c~
CJ
ro
QJ
+->

CO

C\J
rH

E
CJ
CO
O)
"O

CM

oj

O
CO

oo

CO

CO
JO
o

QJ
jz
4->
co
aj
E

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA

03

03

CM

CO

00
^3"

o

E
qj
JO
E

03

UJ
O'

CO
JO
O

03

CO

CO

LO

LO

CO

CO
JO
o

O
f—H

o
*—H

CM

CO

CO

o
4-J
CO
e
O)

•

QJ ^
E Q

C\J
CO

03

LT>

c

CO

CO
JO
o

03

O
rH

■TO"

CO

CM

E X
QJ -IJO T3
E E
=3 Ol
E QQE ct
o ■
• 1—
4-J CO
E
+-> O
Q- • i—
4-J
-a
4-J
CL
i— ro
ro "O
E ro
O
•r— t—
4-J ro
(J E
Z3 O
E -i—
4-J 4-J
CO (J
E Z3
• i— E
4-J
O) CO
JZ E
1— •i—

ro

ro
ro
ro

ro
CD
CD

rvj

e
•I—
o
4-J •I—
CJ +->

03

o'

o
<C

e
o

CO

I—

oo

(TO

E 4->
4-J QCO fO
e X3

<

fO
E
O
•r4->
CJ
13
E
4->
CO
E

••
E
O
-r4->
03
-E>
CO¬
(T3
"O

i—i =1

■53"

CO

CM

O
O

no
e
o

•r4-J
CJ 4-J
(D
E +->
+-> co¬
CO rn
E "O
I—I =t

ZJ

Q

=3

h-

OO

CT3

O

+->

(J +->
fC
e +->
4-J QCO (C5
e "O

o

=£

-r-

CL) E
QJ
4-> JO
E
CO Z3
E
E
QJ QJ
CO JZ
OJ 4-J
E
CL CO
QJ -rE
E
aj
QJ JO
JO E

CL
CO
QJ
E
E
o
CJ

4-

CO
c
O

CO 4->
oj ro
E E >
CD t- E
JO 4-J 0)
E
CO
3 E JO
E O O

+->

o
C\J

4->
X "r~
-P r/1
• i— • i—
> >
•<4-J CO
CJ co
ro ro
rco cj
CO
ro E
i— ai
cj co.

O

<D
JZ
CO

O

4-

03

c

CO

QJ
-t-> jz
-M

LO

CO
JO
o

O

X O -r-

4O

.
CO
CD
E •!—
QJ
JO
E >
cj
(O
i- QJ
X <—
m jo
E ro
CJ
QJ -r—

+->
CO
E
•r4—
QJ
.E
4->
ri
co
E
E
Z3
i—
O
CJ
E
o
■ 1—
4-J
ro
>
E
CD
CO
JO
O

-o
E
O
(J
OJ
co

ro

•

E
O
i>
QJ ro
JZ JZ
4-J QJ
JO
• «\
E iO ro
•i— E
> O
• 1—
-E 4-J
QJ CJ
JO o
E
i— 4-J
CO
E E
O •1—
■i—
4-J QJ
(J JZ
Z3 4-J
E
4-J T3
CO aj
E -a
•i— Z5

ro

ro

CL
CL

4-J
O
E
=
QJ
4->
fO
CJ
-r—
"o
E
*r—
CM
»—l
E
ro
JZ
4->
E
QJ
s
O
i—

co
e
QJ
JO
QJ cj E
E JZ E Z3
i—i 4-J •1- z

OJ
JZ
4-J

185

00

co
-Q
O

Q_

=>

I
s

co
-Q
O

CXJ
r-H

CO

CXJ
rH

CXJ
r-H

LO

CO

CO

co

0
rH

O
i—1
LO

CO
\
0

CO

LO

0

o
CO

00
I-1

CO
JO
O

00
t-<

o

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA—Continued

LD

CXJ

T-i

CO

CO
-Q
O

■=C
LU

cm

LO

r-H

00

co
-O

co

o
1—I

o
r—I

CXJ
I—I

co

LO

CO

CXI

o
1-I

o
1—I

CO

x—I

CXJ

co

C\J

■=d-

CO

CO

CO

o

o

o

CO

CO
JO

0

o
C\J

U~)

«=C

CO
JO

cr>
cxj

o

CO

C\J

CO
JO

(—I

00

00

CO

CXJ
X-1

00

<XJ

o

r-H

CXJ
1
>-

co
CO
•.

cm
UJ
oc
CJ>

<c
UJ
1—

H2:
UJ
Q
10
1—
CO

1—
fd
c
0
■I-(->
0
=3
S4J
CO
C
t—1

• •
c
0
• 1—
+->
fd
+J
CL
fd
-0
=C

CXJ
=«=
r—■
rd
C
O
■r-(->
O
0
C+->
co
C
1—1

••
SC
O
-r+->
rd
+->
CL
rd
-O
<C

00

0
0

••
1—
2:
UJ
Q
10
1—

CO

1—
fd
c
0
•I—
+J
0
0
s4->
CO
c
1—1

••
c
0
•1—
+->
fd
4->
CL
fd
-0
■=c

"d1—
rd
sc
0
•r—

+->
u
0
s+->
CO
c
t—t

••
c
0
•1—
+j
fd
-t->
CL
fd
-0
=1

186

OO

00
-O

o

oo

rx

CM

oo

oo

r-H

oo

rx

o

o

oo

O

t—H

i—I
LO

O

CM

Q_

=0
I
rs

OO
JD

O

o

oo

CM

oo
JD

CM

f—H

t—(

o

d

O

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA—Continued

un

oo

oo

OO

-Q
O

oo

oo

JO

LO

oo

rH

oo

oo

oo

LO

IX

o

o

o

oo
d
LU

tx

oo

CC o

oo

o

oo

<-t

rH

1-i

LO

oo

LO

oo

00

CM

oo

oo

rx

LO

CTi

co

o

CM

ix

JO
O

CM

oo
OO
d
CO

oo

JO

t—t

o

CM

oo
JO

o

IX

LO

00

oo
=#=

oo
1

CO
CO

X
• •

cc

1—

tu

zn
C_)

LU
Q

d
LlJ

ZD
\—

1—

OO

r—

1-

r—

i—

rD
£Z
O
•r-

••
£Z
O

n3
c
o
•I—

rd
c
o
•r—

r0
C

+->
a
3
s+->
(/)
SC

-r+j
fD
+->
CL
fO
-O

' d

• •

c
o
■1—
+->
o +->
3 r0
s- +->
+J CL
00 fO
c -a
t-H d

d
i

d
d

3:
• •
oc
LU

1—

ni
o

LU
Q

d
LU
1—

ZD
1—
00

• •

c
o
•
1—
+->
U +->
3 r3
s- -»->
+-> CL
C/1 (O
C -a
i—t d

• •

c
o
4-> •1—
<_> +->
3 fO
E +J
+-> CL
L0 <T3
sc "O
1—1 d

o
•I—

187

oo

C\J
T—H

CVI

co
JO

o

CVI

CVI
r-H

CVI
I—I

CVI
»-1

CVI

CO
JO

o

CO

o

o

CO

C\J

\—I

o

CL.
D
I
S

r-H

o

o
rH

oo

c/1
JO

o

co

lo

CVI
r—H

o

o

CVI
CO
\

r-H

o

\
CVI

CVI

cvj

rH

r-H

CVI

o

o

C\J
r—I

CVI
t-t

oo

co

o

CVI

CVI

CO

CVJ

CVJ

CVI

CVJ

co
JO

o

o

o

o

CVJ

CVI
i—H

CVJ
r-H

CO

CT>

o

o

o

CVI

CVJ

o

r-H

t—H

i—H

Ch

o

CO

CVI

CVJ

CTl

O
r-H

CO
=tfc

■=r

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA—Continued

o

CO
JO

r—I

o

LU
CC

CO
JO

o

o

oo
c

co

CO
JO

o

CO
JO

o

LO
1
>

Q
O
• •

QC
LU
o

LU
O

<

ZD

LU
1—

1—
LO

nz

i—

1-

ra

rO

••
c
o
•1—

c ••
o c
•i- o
+-> •<-

c
o
•i—
+->

o -l->
Z3 03
S- 4->
4-5 Q.
CO CO
C "O

<J 4->
O rC
s_ 4->
4-5 Q.
co 03
c T3
l—l ■=C

i—i c

r—
fO
c
CO
1

ZD

(_>
o
••

ceL

I—

LU

z
LU
O

nz
o
■=c
LU
l—

ZD

I—
CO

••

o C
■1— o

4-5 ■ r—
o +->
o CO
s- 4-5
4-5 CL
CO rO
c -o
1—1 ■=£

r—
CO
c

••
o c
•1— o
4-5 •1—
O 4-5
o CO
s- 4-5
4-5 CL
CO (O
SZ -o
I—i

188

00
1"^

*3-

to
JO
O

id

O
\—i

CM

tn

o

o

LO

to
JO

CM

rH

o
o
_i
_i

o

o

LO

00

JO
O

o

<—I

rH

03

o

uo

CM

C\J

o

rH

to
JO

r—I

LO

CO

CM

o

o

<

LU
Cd

to

.—I

CM
!-I

CM

LT)
CO

00

O

o

to

CT3

CM
»-I

CM

CM

CO

O

o

>3-

00

rH

CO

o

CM

o

o

co

co

C'-

co

JO
O

CO

CM

r-H

O

o
rH

to

rH

o

JO
O

to

LO

to

<c
p'r

c

O

ra
••

c: ••

£=

o

•i- o

+-> -r-

+-> -r-

s- +->

+->

CL

to to

Q
ZD
I—
GO

c

•r- O
CJ +->
=5 to

o
<

=t*=

C "O
>—I =£

U +J
05 fO
S_ +J
+-> CL
to 03
C TO

H-n C

00

T3

to

4-> T-

+J

O 03
S- 4->
-t-> CL
to fO
C TO

03 fO
S_ -l->
H-> CL

CO
CO

o +->

GO
Cd

O

=**=

CO
ZD
GO

i—i <E

ion

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA--Continued

LO

a +->
to fO

C TO
i—i <C

189

oo

c\j
r-H

oo
-O

c\j

C\J
rH

CM
f“H

X
oo

CM

\—I

M"

o

CL.

oo

D

-Q
O

1

2

o

O

oo

oo

t-H

o

o

CM

lx

CM
r-H

CM
i—(

CTi

CTO

00

OO

CM

CM

c\j

<XJ

r—H

CM
<—(

CM

i—i
IX

CO

"3-

OO

rx

CO

'd-

i

(

O

_l
_I
o

OO

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA—Continued

ix>

oo
.a

rH
CO

o

<c
LlJ
cc

(O
JD

o

O

oo

rH

C\J

uo

o

(XI

00
-O

LO

r-H

o

o

oo

CTO

o

CM

LD

00

1-1
r-H

CM
rH
=#=

o

CTO
=#=

CTO

I

Q
Q

CxL
CC

C_>

C

Q
ro
i—

oo

i—
fO
c
o
•1+->
o
=3
s+->
co
C
i—i

••
c
o
•(+->
rcj
+->
CL
ro
TO
e£

O
i—l
i—
fO
c;
o
•i+->
u
3
S+->
00
C
•—i

1—

••
c
o
*r+->
(T3
+->
CL
(O
TO
et

LU
LlJ

••
1—
2:
LU
Q
=0

oo

n3
C
O
•r4->
U
3
S+->

••
C
O
•!4->
n3
+->
CL
00
(T3
C TO
i—1 e£

r—
<T3
C
O
•1+->
U
3
S_
+->
00
C
>—i

• •
C
O
T-l->
<TS
+->
CL
n3
TO
cC

190

00

OO

to
_Q
o

to
-Q
O
o
_i
_i
o

CT>

o
I-I

CXJ

OJ

to

OJ
r—I

oo

to

oo

oo

o
«—I

o
rH

CD

CXI

CXI

oo

o
<-I

to

r—H

to

o

VO
I"-.

to
-Q
O

oo

to
JO
o

«=£

uu

to

i—H

CXI
r-H

oo

oo

o

oo

o
t—I

CXJ

oo

oo

to

oo

00

r^.

to

(XI

oo

r—I

I-t

oo

cc

oo
to

C\J

C\J
rH

1/10

JO
o

oo

to
OO

■=c
CO

to

*0"

oo

to
=#=

rH

2/9

00
I—I

00

uo

o
!-1
1
cr
QC
UJ
nz
C_)

<c

UJ
1—

<
• •
1—

■z.

UJ
Q
ZD
1—
OO

i—■
to
E
O
■r—
+->
CJ
e
E
4->
to
C
i—i

• •
E
o
• I—
+->
CO
+->
CL
CO
X5
■=C

i—
rC
E
O
•i—
+->
o
E
E
+->
to
E
I—i

••
E
O
• i—
+->
CO
+->
CL
CO
-o

<C

t—i
i—i
l
Q-

CD
CD

QC
UJ
nr
c_>
C
UJ
1—

1—
z:
UJ
Q
ID
1—
OO

••

i—
CO
E
O
•i+->
O
E
E
+->
t/1
E
i—•

••
E
O
*r4->
CO
+->
CL
CO
T3
<C

#6

-Q
o

i—
CO
E
O
•i—
+->
o
E
E
+->
t/1
E
i—i

Adaptation:

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA--Continued

un

T-I

191

co
CO
CO

CD

-Q
O

CO

co
CO
-Q

CD

CD

C\J

LD

O
o
_i
_i

o

CO
-O

CM

i—(

t-I

C\J

CD

co

rH

co

^r

CTl

r^.

t—I

co

CM

o

CD

o

O

CO
-Q

CD
CO

O

CM
CO
-Q
O

o

CO

CM

CTl

CD

1—I

co

1^

"d-

CO

CM

(XI

O
T-I

CO

CTl

CO

CM

CT>

cn

LD

CM

i—I

3/12

C
LlJ
Crl

CO
c
CQ

2/9

CO

CM
r—I

CO

-O

CM
1—t

CD
CD

o

ns
e
o

••
e

•I- o

•I-

o

+-> -rU -t->

+-> -r-

1X3
E
O

••
E

Z5 cd

E -4->

+-> CO¬
CO rd
o

o

I—
CO

E "O

<C

U

CO
1—1

C_)

QC
LlJ
n=
c_>
<c
LU
1—

1—

1

+->

=3 (d
E +->
+-> CL
CO (d
E T3
>—i <C

CJ
••

LlJ

□
ro
l—

cn

o c
•- o
+-> -rO +->
1

13

E
+->
co
E

fd
+->
CL
(d
T3

i—i <c

rd
E

O
•i—
+->
o
33

E
+->

CO
E
t—i

Adaptation:

co

#4

o

nal
:
#3

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA--Continued

LO

192

00
co
-O

o

co
-Q
O

o
_j

_i

o

CO

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION DATA--Continued

on
co
-Q

o

LlJ

qc

l/l
-Q
O

CM
i—I

0O

CO
LO

o

C\J

r—H

CO
CTi

CO

oo

CM

<C
CO

CO

CM
LO

CM
rH

CO

cn

CO

■=d-

CM

00

CO

co

CM

II

II

-Q

o

II

oo
o
o
CO
l—1
t—
<T3
£Z
I-I

I

c_>
«=c

Q
ZD
I—

oo

•r+->
O
Z3
S+J>
co
C
H-l

1—1
cc
UJ
Q_
z:

• •

fO
cz

• •

n3
+->
Circ
"O
<C

•r+->
U
=3
S+->
co
e
•-H

O
-r+->
fO
+->
Cl
ra
-a
<

o c
o
«r+->

*3"

t—i
=**=

o c:

o

1—1
1—
<

>
oc
UJ

UJ
_l
CO
c
o
1—1
_l
o_
Q.
c

OO
UJ
oo
00
<c
_l
o
_l
=£

oo 1— t—
CO o o
1—
o

APPENDIX D:

INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS

193

194

INSTRUCTIONAL ADAPTATIONS

1.

Provide multiple short learning periods with built-in time for
review, restatement of objectives, and practice. Take-home
assignments should be divided into specific sequenced tasks which
lead to a completed whole.

2.

Break down complex assignments giving a specific procedure to
follow. Check the student's understanding by having him/her
repeat directions and procedures to follow.

3.

Material should be presented in many short, structured units with
clearly-stated learning tasks, reviews, and practice time pro¬
vided. A process should be presented to provide the student with
a method to outline, classify, or organize information and assign¬
ments .

4.

The student needs alternative methods for test taking and demon¬
strating his/her understanding of material. Have the student
participate in determining the alternative procedures he/she
will use. On written and reading assignments, the student will
need additional time to complete the assignments. These assign¬
ments should be broken down into component parts, with specific
time lines for the completion of each part.

5.

Material should be presented in visual format with auditory
backup. The visuals should be in the form of charts, diagrams,
pictures, etc., that will help to bring individual facts and
concepts together.

6.

The student needs formative reviews where material is gone over
and put into larger picture perspective. The use of probing
questions to check understanding and to help in processing and
sequencing of information is helpful. Highlight significant
changes in activities and thinking patterns.

7.

Additional time will be required for the student to complete
reading and writing assignments. Cues to help the student
organize and categorize information is necessary for effective
and efficient completion of work.

8.

Material should be presented in many short, structured units
with frequent checks of the student's understanding of informa¬
tion and the relationship between concepts. The student's
understanding of directions and requirements should be assessed
through his/her ability to articulate process and procedures to
use.
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9. Use of large print material, tape recording of lecture/
reading, and use of enlarging instruments are necessary for
the student to function successfully in class. Provision of
an appropriate learning environment would include preferential
seating, "buddy system" for notetaking and in class support,
manipulatives, and other non-visual activities.
10.

Material should be presented in short, wel1-structured and
sequential units. This should include clearly-stated objec¬
tives and learning tasks, review, and practice time for daily
lessons. Extra time will be necessary for completion of
reading and writing assignments. These assignments should
be broken into component parts, with each part having a
specific time frame. Component parts should then be
developed into a cohesive whole unit.

11.

Reading material should be at the 9th grade level for inde¬
pendent work. Directions for assignments must be explicit,
with the student articulating process and procedures to use
for completion of assignment.

12.

New material should be presented in short, wel1-structured,
sequenced units with clear objectives, review, and practice
time. Structure is necessary in both learning activities and
assignments.

13.

Allow additional time for written assignments. The assign¬
ments should be broken down into component parts, with specific
time lines for the completion of each part. The student will
need a sequence of steps to help organize his/her work.

.
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Provide alternative activities to assess learning. Have the
student participate in choosing these alternatives. The
alternative activities could consist of projects, demonstra¬
tions, and discussions.
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